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The Unteachables woiverommomonmioe

ment do not necessanly rapresent othcial
OERI position of policy

t my school they're called the Bs. After their ninth grade year, they

are tracked into the non-college, terminal classes. And so they take

English IIB, English I1IB, and English IVB. Along the way, many of

them take night school courses to make up for the classes they’ve
flunked inregular school; lots of them take drug classes instead of going to juvenile
hall or paying huge fines.

Hereis what William Glasser says in his Control Theory inthe Classroomto people
like me who teach the Bs:

Unless you have had your head in the sand, you cannot fail tv agree that
about half of the secondary students in your regular classes make no
consistent effortto learn.. It is also obvious that as much as you know that
this serious situation exists, you seem powerless to change this frustrating
situation. ..

Over the years I have become very fond of my Bs, They are truthful, painfully so;
they are often funny (and yes, su'len), they are free from artifice; their greediness
extends beyond grades to important things like pick-ups and Heavy Metal. And,
for reasons unclear to me, I trust them. Itrust them not to trash my car; I trust them
to know which eye shadow looks best at night; I trust thern because, evidence
somectimes to the contrary, I believe they are good people. But Glasser is right: my
Bs “make no consistent effort to lcarn” and so far I have becn “powerless to change
this frustrating situation,”

Further, and this is no doubt one of the roots of my frustration, the responsibility
for learning falls upon me. Ihave known for along time that I work harder in my
classes than any of my kids. And I lcarn more. It doesn’t rnatter how much fun I

continued on next page
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The Unteachables

continued from previous page

...they hate school and cut school and fail
school ... I believe that’s because,
while sckool offers them survival and
belonging, at the same time
it refuses them power an4 freedom.

try to make “Fall of the House of Usher"; I am the one getting
deeper and deeper ino the story; the kids are the ones having
the fun. Sometimes, they have fun watching me get off on
some weird psychoanalytic tack, something about how
Madeleine Usher is really Guilt, “Oh yeah?” they say. And
turn to0 more important business.

What to do? Dr. Glasser, talk to me.

...humans not only need 1) to survive and repreduce,
but also 2) to belong and love, 3) to gain power,4) to
be free and S) to have fun.

So what does this say about my Bs? My Bs do not drop out
of school. They do not want to take the GED or go to
continuation high. They get enough from regular school to
continue their attendance here, What that is, I'm not sure:
friends surely; more likely, a structure for lives that often are
frayed around the edges if not bombed out in the center.
School is for these kids arelatively safe place. But they hate
school and cut school and fail school, and if Dr. Glasser is
right, I believe that's because, while school offers them
survival and belonging, at the same time it refuses them
power and freedom. I am part of that school; for 55 minutes
every day, I am school. What would happen if I turned over
my power to them? After25 years of teaching, I decide tofind
out,

September rolls around (it always does), and I get scared.
There they are, all Bs and not yet fricndly. How can I say
something completely off the wall like “Well, guys, I'm
turning the classroom overto you"? I can't, so I play it safe.
I get out E.A. Poe and we, excuse me, 1 learn a little more
about Madeleine and Roderick. The kids know where I am
coming from (center stage) and 1 know where they are (in the
lobby). All is going as expected. But not all is going well.

E.A. Poe under our, whoop, my belt once again, I decide 1o
goforit. This is what I have thought about for a ycar. This
is the beginning of my experiment. 1am manipulating them,

I'll admit it, into thinking about leamning. I say, coolly,
casnally, pretending like I dou’t really care, “Let's talk about
reading.” “What for?" “Well,” I say, “why should we read?”
“Oh, yeah?” This time the ‘yeah’ is different. This time, it
translates into “Hey, here's something kind of interestiny.” I
take a deep breath. We are on our way.

So we talk, just alittle bit, and then we write what we think
are some answe ; to that question. Here's what Shaari wrote:
“If you don’t know how toread it's like you are blind. Except
it's not your eyes-sight. It's in your mind.” And Matt; “The
reason I read is because I don’t want to be embarresed about
how I can't.”

Most of the papers, somewhere in the midst of complaints
aboutbeing forced to read, hating to read, come to something
similar, I am awash in enthusiasm. “O K., then let's read.
Here isthelist of books in our bookroom, Do you wanttoread
different books? All the same book? What?”

They look at me; at least, they look at me. Some are open
mouthed; most eye me with suspicion, What is going on
here? Undeterred, I say, “Well, get into your writing groups
and decide.” (They had chosen their own writing groups in
September, their first sign, had they recognized it, that things
in this class might be different.) “So what are those books
about?” they want to know. A great question. I answer it.
They move into their groups, decide they want to read one
book together as a whole class (the Standard Operating
Procedure of English classes) and that it should be Ordinary
People.

Day two I put on the board: “Objective: to read Ordinary
People with student involvement and understanding. Chal-
lenge: to devise a plan by which this can be done, Task: to
come up with, in your group, a plan of attack. How much
should we read? Homework? What would you do in class?
What should the teacher do?”

Everybody gets into their groups and every group comes up
with a different plan of attack. (Do not despair, I say to
imyself; they bought the Objective an:| Challenge.) Sowe put
all the plans on the board, and select the most common
elements of each. The Ideal Plan of Attack comes out this
way:

Getting people involved:

no discussions unless students want to

class meets in groups every couple of days to discuss chapters
read if they want to

Assignments:

10 chapter per week (10 pages a night) so we can finish by
Christmas



homework only if reading not done in class

one-half hour per day for reading, or every other day in class
Fridays, free read

vocabulary should come from the book

The Teacher will:

make out quizzes, tests

read whatever book she wants
not talk unless she is asked
show the movie at the end

In my mind’s eye, a vast desert opens, peopled by students
wandering aimlessly about, some carrying books, most not,
one explaining to an adult shade, “Well, our teacher said to do
anything we want.” And, even more depressing, “anything we
want” excludes the teacher: I am not wanted. Except yes, I am
stillthe keeper of the gate; I should be the examiner, maybe slip
the quizzes and tests (multiple choice, Scantron) under the
door, pick them up after class, and slide the results back under.
My feelings are hurt. But I won'tlet them know. You know
what happens to wounded animals in the jungle.

Instead, I say something like, *‘What about those class discus-
sions? And those quizzes and those vocabulary words?
ShouldIdo themorshould you?" By now, minds are churning,
eyes are glistening, I can almost hear the, Oh, man, I could
come out of this class with a fuckin A! “Yeah, I think we
could.” Oh, and are they ever eamnest. “Like we should handle

those things.” “How?" “In our groups!” Yippee! they're

doing it; they’re going to be the teacher!

ThenItell them, “This is my class, too, and I need some writing
froin you so I can be a part of this whole thing.” They are
surprised I am interested in being pa:t of what they think is a
pretty shabby little operation, but obviously I am, especially
when I tell them, well finally confess, that my feelings were
hurt when they left me out of their Ideal Plan. So they let me
show them about reading logs and agree to doa couple. “For
now.”

I am also genuinely puzzled as to how I am to know how well
small groupdiscussions are going, seeing as how, according to
their plan, I'm hardly in the room. “Trust us,” Shannon tells
me. “Oh, bull,” says Russ. “You know she can'ttrustus.” So,
they agree that I can watch their discussions. “For now.”
“What about grades?” I ask. “Do you want any kind of
evaluation?” “Well, sure, we want grades! So give us points
when you waltch us! And you should grade us on our vocabu-
lary quizzes and discussions too!" The A looms ever largerin
their heads. As for me, I'm just glad to be back in the room.

A weck swims by, it is ureamy, that is to say, sometimes wild
and definitely weird: the kids read and write and talk about

continued on page 26

Editor's Note

“In an increasingly complex technological and multi-
cultural society, the questions that surround writ-
ing—how it develops; how it connects to such
processes as reading, speaking, and thinking, what
its relationship is to identity and power; and how we
can best teach it—take on urgency and demand
answers.” These are words that we have put inlo a
new brochure from the Center for the Study of
Writing. I've pilfered them here for my own pur-
poses: I thought they made a fitting anchor for
Quarterly 1989, as they capture the concerns that
drive our teaching and our research and so capture
the kinds of issues that we attempt to address in this
publication. They give me a way, too, to undergird a
call for articles, which we hope you will submit to us
Jfor consideration in the coming months. While we
get a good number of submissions—some that we
solicit and some that come unsolicited—we feel lucky
lo have received as many manuscripts as we have
without having put out a formal call. With the
coming of the new year we want to issue such a call.
We would like to hear from the spectrum of educators
who comprise our readership—teachers of English
and language arts and teachers who use writing
across the curriculum, researchers investigating
writing and the teaching and learning of writing;
administrators and policymakers concerned about
literacy and writing in our schools; teacher educa-
tors. ... You have stories to tell, research to report,
ideas to discuss. Letus hear from you.

This issue represents a part of the spectrum. Jane
Juska, who teaches English in seconda) y school,
writes about a semester of experimental teaching
with at-risk students, and how she relinquished her
position at the center of the classroom. Marlene
Griffith, Bruce Jacobs, Smokey Wilson and Margot
Dashiell, who teach in a range of subjects at a
community college, write also about students at-risk,
and about a major project they developed that
addresses these students’ personal and educational
needs. Their project has implications for all levels of
schooling. Marjorie Roemer, a university English
professor, relating her experience with a summer
literature institute, addresses methods of teaching
literature that shift authority from teacher 10 stu-
dents. Peggy Riley, conmunity college teacher of
English, also discusses the teaching of literature,
specifically, the use of writing to learn poetry. We
are pleased to include, too, book reviews from John
Maitino and Chris Anderson.

Happy reading. Happy 1989,
--M.S.
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Marlene Griffith, Bruce Jacobs, Smokey Wilson, and Margot Dashiell

Changing the Model:

Working with Underpreparec Students

The time came when I found myself getting more and more
less motivated. —Louise, a Project Bridge student.

When Louise talks about her prublemns learning basic skills,
she is, without knowing it, also saying something important
aboul ihe programs offered students like her. Researchers
have proposed theories; politicians have funded new pro-
grams; teachers at all levels have tried to help. Yetin America
today, the number of functionally illiterate adults is still
growing—23 miilion according to the Department of Educa-
tion (1983) or as many as 60 million according to Jonathan
Kozol (1984). Like their students, teachers across the land
find themselves “getting more and more less motivated.”

Many of these adults have sat through, or dropped out of,
conventional remedial classes in junior and senior high
schools. They have learned tiwue¢. How can we work with
studenis wha.cannotread, write, or multiply at an appropriate
level so that they succeed in academic and vocational pro-
grams?

Project Bridge is a community college program for remedial
students who are so unprepared for academic work that they
are often considered beyond hope educationally. The pro-
gram is working. A significant number of Bridge students
successfully complete regular college courses leading to
certificates and degrees. Others improve their skills suffi-
ciently to get jobs that don't deadend.

The Bridge model need not be confined to community
colleges. It can be adapted for underprepared students in
Junior high schools, middle schools, and high schools. What
is needed is a core group of committed teachers, a supportive
administrator who knows how to work the bureaucracy, and
a willingness to change teaching strategies.

The model we describe indetail below creates a school within
a school. Logistical changes make possible pedagogical
changes; a curriculum rich in content and ideas is substituted
for content-less, idea-less skills classes. Students and teach-
ers together build a sense of community that overcomes the
isolation of both student and teacher.,

Existing Remedial Programs

What do programs offer the growing number of remedial
students in middle schools, high schools, and community
colleges? As a rule, remedial means repetitive, the same
paper-and-pencil drills, with few classroom activities, little
interaction, little discussion. inthese remedial classes, learn-
ers are often kept distant from ideas, from mathematical
experiences that require more than memorization, from
exploring the meaning of what they read, from writing. Too
many of their class hours are filled with drills on spelling,
punciuation, word attack, and multiplication tables. Thus,
we see a vicious cycle of non-achievement: year after year,
basic skills siudents are kept away from ideas untii they
become “more skilled.” But they do not become more skitled
because they are kept from ideas.

Profile of the Students

In1977,Mina Shaughnessy broke new ground when she took
seriously the group of students whom she describes as “tru¢
ousiders . . . strangers in academia, unacquainted with the
rules and rituals of college life, unprepared for the sotts of
tasks their teachers were . . . to assign them.” These new
students who enrolled in increasing numbers as open admis-
sion policies were instituted had been left so far behind the
others in their formal education that they appeared to have
litde chance of catching up. Shaughnessy describes them as
having growaupin* . .. ethnic orracial enclaves,” speaking
languages or dialects at home different from the academic
language of the school. Most of them had never successfully
reconciled the worlds of home and school, a fact which “had
worked its way deep into their feelings about school and
about themselves as students” (pp. 2-3).

We can presume that many of these students are the adv't
counterparts of the children whom some researchers in the
1960s had—and it now seems clear, wrongheadedly—char-
acterized as “linguistically and culturally deficient” (Deutsch,
1967), and whom others a few years iater termed “culturally
different” (Labov, 1972; Kochman, 1972; Heath, 1983).
They sometimes take for granted—now as the.y dic as young-

o



sters—ithat the way school is “*spozed to be” (Herndon, 1960)
is irrelevant, distant, and a place for failure. But many
nevertheless still hope to bend education to serve their needs
and so improve their lives.

Carol is one of these students. A single mother of four, she
is determined to become a vocational nurse. She moved to
Oakland from Arizona, since education in California was
tuition-free and szemed more accessible. When she entered
college, she took the entry test for the Licensed Vocational
Nursing program. The required score was sixty-six percent.
She scored eight percent. She has been going to classes to
improve this score and at the same time raising her children
in a new and unfamiliar city.

Everett is another: a man of twenty-six whose combined
street, army, and prison experiences had left him witha future
full of questions and almost no notion about how to resolve
them; in spite of repeated disppointments in school, he hopcs
to make something of himself if he gets an education. Jere-
miah had to drop Upward Bound in Kentucky when his wife
became pregnant; now he returns to school in California ten
years later to become the welder he started out to be. J.inda
and Betty, cutting class and eating coundess packages of
potato chips, are no clearer about what they want to do at
twenty-five than they were at Sixteen, and it is evident that as
yetthey donot have the basic skills or the attitude about woik
necessary to move out of remedial programs. Eve enrolled in
community college twelve years ago but child care problems
forced her to drop out; now after years of miniinum wage
jobs, she wants the skills to get better permanent work.

The basic skills—reading, writing, and mathematics—opres-
ent major problems to these students. They have limited
academic vocabularies, inadequate word-attack strategies,
difficulty identifying a main idea in a passage, and problems
inferring information from a given text. Many have done
littlereading since high school; some have neverread awhole
book. They are also incxperienced and nonfluent writers.
Most have difficulty filling a single page, organizing their
thoughts on paper, providing detail, and even more trouble
with paragraphing, spelling and punctuation. Faced with a
writing task, they often fec] a high level of anxiety and say
they have nothing to write about. Finally, their math, on the
whole, is limited to work with whole numbers; often they
don’t understand the written instructions in the math book.

Carol, Everettand Jeremiah, Linda and Betty, Eve and all the
others cannot read, write or compute well enough to move
beyond entry-level jobs, complete college programs, or par-
ticipate fully as informed citizens in mainstream society. Yet
they keep families together on limited budgets, often work
odd hours in order to attend school, juggle hon. and school
responsibilities—all because they view the community col-
lege as aroute to a belter life.

The Bridge model need not be
confined to cornmunity colleges.
It can be adapted for underprepared
students in junior high schools,
middle schools, and high schools.

Program Description

Goals. Traditional remedial approaches to education have
viewed the seriously underprepared adult learner as deficient
ina series of basic skills. For example, the student is viewed
asneeding to learn how to write a topic sentence or punctuate
and capitalize properly in order to write, or to learn the rules
for operations with fractions in order to compute satisfucto-
rily. In Project Bridge, we have come to understand that the
essential goal of a remedial program is indeed to help the
student catch up, but topic sentences or capitalization do not
receive our primary attention. Instead, we have defined our
task to be one of teaching students:

To understand and use school language and to perform
school tasks. After mention of essays in class, an incom-
ing student wrote in her journal, “WhatisanS. A.?” Such
a student needs more than practice in spelling or para-
graph development, shie needs to understand and practice
using the concepts that school language is designed to
convey.

Toapproach new inforrnation analytically; to make explicit
connections between ideas, and between those ideas and
one’s experience. Students must come to recognize that
percentages, for example, express the same information
as decir. 'als; or that the short story is more than a series of
recounte ! events but has theme, setting, characters, and
may even demonstrate concepts taught in sociology (e.g.,
role models).

To participate in an academic community. Relationships
between students need to shift so as to include school-
centered as well as social relations, including questions
such as “How did you do that homework problem?” or
“What do you think about that play we saw?”

We do not claim to teach students to talk or to think. We do
claim to show students who certainly kriow how to think and
speak to utilize these abilities in the academic setting.

Project Bridge makes it possible for students to acquire
“basic™ skills through the following strategies and organiza-
tional principles, presented here as a framework for practice.

continued on next page
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continued from previous page

This framework helps teachers to usher students across the
great divide from school failure to academic competence; it
seems to reduce the nurber of missteps and increase the
likelihood of a successful transition,

Strategies. Four strategies are basic to this program.

1. Student-centered classroom. The first strategy places
student need in the center cf the curriculum. In most college
courses, the goal of instruction is to impart a fixed body of
kriowledge or to have the student acquire a level of skill in a
specific period of time (Intermediate Algebra, English 1A).
Most Bridge students find the fixed tempo of such learning
difficult. Yet the alternative of self-paced program leaming
assumes a student motivated by subject matter itself or by
clear personal goals, assumptions teachers in basic skills
courses can rarely make. Students usually drop out of such
classes. Project Bridge staff has developed a student-cen-
tered classroom where there is a defined curriculum; how-
ever, the instructor finds ways for each student to make
educationg! progress.

For example, we have a writing unit on the interview. Class
discussion first centers on the purpose of an interview and on
how to formulate appropriate questiors (i.e., questions that
are relevant to \he interviewee’s expertise, and that require
more thana*“yes” or “no” response); students role-play mock
interviews with a tutor, and then eachother. At this point each
student is expected to gooutside the program and tointerview
someone who can provide information about something the
student is personally interested in. Students have interviewed
the head of the nursing program, a favorite teacaer, an elderly
relative who had never shared her life story, a Marine re-
cruiter. Some students complete the assignment on their
own; others need help setting up an appointinent. Some may
evenneed help to formulate questions and some need help in
organizing and writing up the information.

Students acquire different skills as they proceed through this
interview unit. The most skilled will have leamed how to use
resources within the community, to gather information from
other people’s experiences and to present this coherently in
written form. The least skilled will have worked on formu-
lating questions and on relating information from the world
to the classroom. Each has made progress toward becoming
a successful student.

2. The Primacy of Spoken Language. Teachers in Project
Bridge cannot assume that students use written language
either to gather information or to communicate what they

have learned. Although these students are uncomfortable
users of written language, their classroom talk is expressive
and colorful, and reflects a wealth of life experience. They
are often painfully aware of the gap between the language of
everyday life and the language of academia.

Project Bridge staff stresses the use of oral language in the
classroom. Important ideas are presented through talk first,
andonly then through reading (often oral) in class. Moreover,
the staff is convinced that if information is to become under-
standing, the students must filter it through their own expe-
rience and express it in their own words, via discussions and
journal writing. Thus listening and talking provide the base
from which written language emerges.

In most classes, we use interactive dialogue journals as a link
between face-to-face conversation and academic writing, An
example from one student’s reading journal in response to
Alice Walker's The Color Purple says: “To be trueful it
sounded like talking to some people I know and some of the
words soundlikeme. And that Mr.— was to much for his self.
And also I was glad that his wife wanted to learn to read and
that her sister was determined to teach her how.” As students
leam to write fluently in response 1o ideas and text, teachers
can show students written conventions such as punctuation,
capitalization, and paragraphing.

3. Incorporating Minority Group Culture. Recent research
into the problems of minority underachievers shows the
importance of a curriculum that incorporates the culture or
language of the minority groups it is teaching (Cummins,
1986). While all students benefit from exploring minority
literature and history, minority students often feel particu-
larly engaged when introduced to historical or literary treat-
ment which sheds light on an emotion, experience, or ques-
tion. In a sociology class, for example, a unit on Migrations
first asks students to interview acquaintances or family
members on why they or their forebears came to California.
On the basis of this information, students develop hypotheses
about common motives underlying individual decisions to
migrate. A series of guided questions then leads the class to
examine the historical forces propelling the large scale Black
migration of the 1940s or the continuing migration of His-
panic people to California.

4. Information About the World. Students who come to

Moreover, the staff is convinced that
if information is to become
understanding, the students must filter
it through their own experience
and express it in their own words,
via discussions and journal writing.




Project Bridge frequently have scant knowledge of the world
beyond their personal experiences or what they have seen on
television. They often are unfamiliar with maps, have only
hearsay knowledge of chromosomes and atoms, cannot explain
how the branches of government function. They rarely
understand how their private troubles relate to public issues.

Recognizing these needs, the Bridge staff has so far devel-
oped content classes in biology, chemistry, sociology, hu-
manities, ethnic studies, and computer science. Inherent in
these classes is the notion that reading and writing are
communication skills best learned in the process of commu-
nicating geruine information and ideas—that is, content.
Ideas are interesting to all people, all people have ideas, and
it is these ideas which motivate them to read, write and
compute in the first place.

Content courses have been developed so that they a) present
significant ideas in the respective discipline, b) make those
~ ideas accessible to students who read poorly, ¢} develop
academic language skills, d) base the acquisition of knowl-
edge on the students’ non- academic experience, €) encout-
age the student to think analytically, and f) result in a student
product (e.g., books of student writings, of biology experi-
ments, of arithmetic word problems; a collage; a videotape of
final reports).

Science courses incorporate hands-on activities (microscopes
the first day in biology class), provide guided reading ques-
tions for many of the handouts, and teach significant scien-
tific principles through experiments that use familiar materi-
als and experiences (why does a cake rise?). Students are
often asked to develop hypotheses about the phenomenathey
observe in the laboratory, and to devise experiments which
will verify orchallenge these. In the unit on animal behavior,
for example, students work in groups of three or four. They
first observe animals such as flatworms (under a dissecting
microscope), garden snails, or pillbugs. They then develop
questions (what makes theanimal move the way it does? what
makes it respond the way it does?), formulate hypotheses (it
moves toward moisture, itmoves away from light), and setup
experiments to test these hypthe..s. In look'ng at the
results, each group makes a graph to show the datz, draws its
conclusions, and then presents the findings to the rest of the
class. For more advanced students, these reports are written
up as a scientific paper, put together in book formn, and
becorne the end product, one for each member of the class.

The same principlesare followed in the hurnanities and social
science courses. In a survey course of 20th century Afro-
American literature, for example, students read poetry and
prose not only as literature but also as a barometer of issues
or of the mood of a historical period. The semester may begin
with work on a choral reading of “We Wear the Mask” by
Paul Lawrence Dunbar and “I Have Known Rivers” by
Langston Hughes. The choral rendering facilitates discus-

Some students begin with high levels
of computer anxiety; others are naturals.
This initial access to the computer
can open a new world.

sion of each poet’smood and point of view. Incontrasting the
images and the messages of the two poems, students learn the
differences between the early 1900s, considered a nadir of
Afro-American history, and the post-World WarI era, which
gave birth to the Harlem Renaissance, the tremendous artistic
flowering centered in Harlem.

Mathematics classes develop analytical thinking and prob-
lem solving skills, and also provide practice with basic
arithmetic operations. Several curriculum units make ideas
from elementary algebra and plane geometry accessible to
students learning arithmetic. One such unit, for example,
teaches students to plot points on a Cartesian co-ordinate
plane, and to graph “rules” such as “the second number is 2
more than 3 times the first number.” Ultimately students
discover that suchrules produce straight line graphs, and that
tworules will have a “simultaneous solution” at the intersec-
tion of the two lines.

Bridge students, like all students, need access to computers.
Some students begin with high levels of computer anxiety;
others are naturals. This initial access to the computer can
open anew world. Stuart, for example, came in reading ata
fourth-grade level. When he enrolled in the Project Bridge
Computer Science class, he discovered an aptitude for work-
ing with the computer and became unofficial tutor for every-
one elsein hisclass. The nextsemester he was hired as a tutor
in the college computer Jab. His improved reading and
writing seem to us not unrelated to his success in this class.

These strategies reflectnecessary pedagogical changes. They
would not be possible, however, without certain logistical
changes as well.

Program and Classroom Organization

Regular college remedial classes meet only three or four
hours per week. Project Bridge meets twelve, We have found
that a high intensity program which meets several hours daily
lets students who often find it difficult to study at home
becomie more deeply involved in schoolwork.

Regular college remedial classes are composed of different
students in each class. The same students are together in all
Bridge classes. Because teachers teach the same students,
they can coordinate curriculum and relate activities, Students
may read essays on school or work experiences in the reading

continued on next page
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class while writing them in writing class, and may discuss
these essays in sociology class. They may leam the metric
system in math class in order to use metric measurements in
chemistry. The math instructor may read the part of Oedipus
in the humanities play reading. The purpose here is twofold.
We are anxious for students to undersiand that knowledge
can be approached from many points of view and that looking
at the stme or similar material in different ways deepens
understanding. Students also develop close ties with each
other and with the staff because we spend a good deat of time
together and have shared experiences and interests that
transcend a particular class and become program-wide.

The effort to buiid community underiies much of the class-
room structure. The mere fact that the same twenty-five
students stay together during the program lays the ground-
work for this community, activities which are simultaneously
social and school related (such as a theater event or a guest
speaker) and class activities (such as reading each other's
work) further build these relationships. As one teacher
reported, “I feel strongly there is a learning community in my
classes, although I'mnot sure what to use as evidence that this
is the case. The atmosphere is not competitive. They work
well together in collective projects, and outside of class they
look out for one another—waiting for each other after class,
phoning, delivering messages, papers, and projects.”

A sense of community, we find, encourages support groups.
For example, a group formed to study math to prepare for the
entrance exam to the Licensed Vocational Nursing 1>rogram
at the college. Students met outside of class time to work
together, and in the weeks before the test worked as a small
group during class time. Most found that working together
helped them to acquire skills and encouraged them to keep
studying even when they felt frustrated about their ability to
master the material. When these relationships did not de-
velop, the absence of community was sorely felt. Teachers
also noted that when sociai friendships remained purely
social, the students pulled each other out of class; when
friendships became school-based as well, attendance re-
maired good and students made good use of the program.

Tutoral support has been helpful for Bridge stucems. Such
suppurt allows the insiructor to vary the format: small groups
led by a tutor, students working in pairs or threesomes with
tutors moving from group to group, individualized lessous,
and whole group discussions. Often the student will partici-
pate in more than one such format in a given class session.
The object here is to have students become comfortable with
both farniliar and unfamiliar leaming situaticns and dis-
course styles.

We can expect that, in general,
students enrolled in a Bridge-like program
remain in school at twice the rate of other

remedial students and ¢arn better grades
when they enter academic classes.

As the program has developcd, weiiave become increasingly
aware of the need for a special counselor. Our students are
faced with a wide array of real-life problems: eviction no-
tices, erratic childcare, insufficient money, health crises,
abusive relationships. While the problems for adolescent
students might be different in kind, they are often as serious.
Such problems sciiously interfere with any student’s ability
to focus on school tasks. A new kind of counselor needs to
be assigned to the program, one whose task includes crisis
counseling, and who can provide information and referral to
supportive services in the community,

Finally, when students leave the support of a student- cen-
tered classroom and begin to take courses in a regular
academic or vocational program, they often give up. The
transition from a supportive academic community to content .
centered college classes may be too abrupt. We have experi-
mented with a transitional course which provides instruc-
tional support coupled with individual and small group
tutoring for students who are ready to enroll in regular
classes. This course presented lea.ning techniques such as
mapping, concept journals, and test taking strategies. One of
its main functions was to provide students with a chance to
report successes and failures in other courses, and be assured
that cheers (or groans) would be forthcoming. After one or
two semesters, students recognized that they were confident
and comfortable in the courses they were taking and no longer
needed even this minimal support. At this point these students
had become independent learners. It is ideal if such a course
can be incorporated.

Evaluation

During the first semester significanily more Bridge students
compieted remedial units and stayed ip school than contrast
group students. Further, during semester two, students from
Project Bridge who made the best academic use of the
program completed more units with a higher grade point
average than the comparable group of contrast studerts. We
can expect that, in general, students enrolled in a Bridge-like
program remain in school at twice the rate of other remedial
students and earn better grades when they enter academic
classes,



Wider Implications

Today, when we hear cries for studeut a.conntability, we
need to insist as well that remedial programs give each
stadent a chance that is genuine, not simply nominal. Social
policies must continue to provide access to genuine educa-
tion for all segments of our population and particularly for
those whom education has not served well. This will be
possible only if our institutions ~re able to offer programs that
lead undernrepared students (o the literacy that enables them
to function in academic and technicai s°ttings.

The model we have described does just that. It can be
effective withstudents who are disengaged, those who are far
behind by junior high school. Content courses, a core
curriculum of basic skills th- _.icorporate the students’
diverse cultures, integrated teaching techniques, student-
centered classrooms, alearning community: these principies
provide a bridge for Shaughnessy's ““true outsiders.” Strang-
ers to academia can get beyond the: remedial waiting room,
can get information, vocabulary, concepts and skills. They
can function successfully in academic settings.
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NWP NEWS

The Gateway Writing Project announces two Christa McAu-
liffefellows, Marilyn McWhorter of Wydown Middle School
in Clayton, MO, and Jeanne Crews of Bernard Elementary
Sc:hool in Mehlville, MO.

Joan Krater of the Gateway Writing Project and five other
secondary teachers got a Missouri Excellence grant to inves-
tigate why their suburban black students scored lower than
white peers on the annual writing assessment. An error
analysis of 475 papers showed that the major problem was not
dialect (56% of low-scoring black writers made no errcrs
with verb or noun endings, be verbs, etc.). If anything, some
writers probably became weaker because a few highly-stig-
matized errors had placed them in remedial classes dealing
mainly with surface mechanics.

A National Writing Project data base is now being demon-
strated at educational computing conferences around the
country. It is part of the Let's Share computer-network
software for schools. People can get a general introduction
to the NWP (including its approach, assumptions, evidence
of its success, etc.) and look up contact information for NWP
sites around the U.S. and the world. The data base was
prepared by Stephen Marcus, Associate Director of the South
Coast Writing Project 2nd director of its Advanced Computer
Institute. Let's Share is produced by Russ Systems, Inc.,
1344 Pacific Ave., Suite 103, Santa Cruz, CA 95060, (408)
458-5080.

Vince Wixon of the Oregon Writing Project was named
Oregon teacher of the year. Wixon teaches English at Crater
High School in Central Point, Oregon,

Juneau, Alaska, teacher Gail Parson, a fellow of the Alaska
State Writing Consortium, was named to receive the 1988
Christa McAuliffe Fellowship sponsored by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education. With her award, Parson is conducting
classroom research while teaching in Project 2000, a new
Juneau School District interdisciplinary program which
engages students in active learning and problem solving.

A longer version of this article will appear in Community/
Junior College Quarterly of Research and Practice, 13 (1).

Marlene Griffith is a Teacher Consultant with the Bay Area
Writing Project. She is currently at work on a book about
community colleges. Bruce Jacobs teaches math at Laney
CollegeinOakland, California. Smokey Wilson is a Teacher
Consuliant with the Bay Area Writing Project. She teaches
Englishat Laney College, where she also heads a program in
deaf education. Margot Dashiell is a Teacher Consultant
with the Bay Area Writing Project. She teaches sociology at
Laney College. '
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Marjorie Roemer

Literate Cultures: Multi-Voiced Classrooms

AtNCTE Jast fall I heard J, Hillis Miller sum up the last forty
years of critical activity in literary studies by saying “nothing
goes without saying these days.” At the same convention,
Robert Scholes was quoted as having said, “The canon has
exploded in our faces.” Whether one chooses to see the study
of literature as under siege or not, there is no escaping the
sense that some things have changed. The word “problema-
tized” may still jar some ears, but the action it names is very
much with us. W*at constitutes a text, what texts we bring
into our classrooms, what we mean by reading, what consti-
tutes interpretation, and the means by which we make any
such judgments, all have teen put into question,

It seems fair to say that the literary establishment has moved
significantly from readings which posited meanings inherent
in texts to readings which are self-consciously made by
readers, and made by readers who are themselves constructed
by the circumstances in which they live. We have seen a shift
in dynamics from textual analysis to reader response to
interpretive communities. While many may be uncomfort-
able with the possibilities of endless instability and disman-
tling that thenew theories unfold, there is no comfortable way
to evade the issues they raise. Late twentieth century episte-
mology shapes us; the uncertainty principle prevails, 2.id
there is no objective, neutral way for us to know.

Wh: . is striking in all this, however, is the extent to which
classrosms remain the same. The structures in which we live
and work go on, only slightly, if at all, modified by the
theories we espouse. Eighteen-year- olds leave the domina-

on of their parents’ homes to come under our domination.
1 "ofessors lecture about deconstruction in classrooms as
clearly marked by power and authority as ever.

But how could we teach the destabilized approaches of our
discipline? What would be a pedagogy true to our current
sense of what it means to know? Surely it cannot be a
classroom where one person lectures and the rest transcribe
and repeat “the truth.” (I do not mean to suggest here that
there is nothing to be taught, or even that there is nothing that
can be transmitted through a lecture. People can be told
useful things about the state of scholarship, but if that is the
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whole of their education, students cannot easily learn what it
means to enact transactions wit'i the texts they encounter and
what it means to make these rzansactions the subject of their
study. And itis this education that seems central tome—self-
reflexivity may be one nume for it—promoting an awareness
of our own thought precesses, the conflicts they entail and the
means 4 transcepdience they imply.)

Shoshana r‘elman dealt with the problem I pose some time
ago i it celebrated essay on “Psychoanalysis and Educa-
tion: Teaching Terminable ar.1 Interminable” (1582). Tak-
ing Socrates as the first model, she says, “every pedagogy
stems fror1 its confrontation with the impossibility of teach-
ing” (p.24). She describes a situation in which teaching
teaches only insofarasitsubverts itself, blurs the distinctions
between teacher and student, tums teaching into learning.
Focusing her attention on Lacan’s response to Freud, she
says: “teaching, like analysis, has not somuch to do with lack
of knowledge as with resistances to knowledge” (p.30).

My interest is in making these resistances the focal point of
theclassroom. (College Englishrecently devoted attention to
this subject. The term resistance is, of course, a technical
reference to psychoanalytic theory, alluding to the defenses
that inhibit the bringing to consciousness of unconscious
desires; however, by extension, resistance comes to refer to
all the ways in which interpretation is always a process of
“working through” defenses of one kind and another.) Last
summer T had a very special opportunity to focus on the issue
of resistance; I coordinated the Literature Institute for Teach-
ers, an NEH seminar directed by Sheridan Blau (with Angus
Dunstan, associate director), held at UC Santa Barbara. The
Institute brought together twenty-fow: past Fellows of the
SouthCoast Writing Project to see what it would mean to
apply the insights of the National Writing Project to the study
of literature.

Writing Project Fellows are used to collaborative learning
groups, to attentiveness to process, and to writing on every
possible occasion. These three commitments made possible
sotne powerful revelations for 2 group of already highly
experienced teachers. For virtualiy 41l of us, the expericnce
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of reading together for five weeks changed our history as
readers and as teachers,

What did we learn? We learned a lot about how very
competitive reading has always been for us, how much our
past history in literary studies has been what Blan names
“rivalry for the same discursive space,” that is, a competition
10 win the general appropriation or ownership of the text on
our ownrterms, While we were all very familiar and comfort-
able with the supportive writing groups of the Writing Proj-
ect. when we began to discuss literary texts in such groups we
found it much easier to contest than to support. Writing
groups traditionally learn Liow te respect each group member/
author's ownership of is or her text and also learn to own
their audience respoivies as valid but not exclusive. When,
however, the author is Milton and the text is Paradise Lost,
the question of authority becomes encrusted with several
layers of additional complexity. Authgrial intent, historical
reference, religious dogma, all take on powers and must be
adjudicated. Our critical traditions for dealing with pub-
lished, and especially canonical texts, were all about contest,
strong readings driving out weak ones. In the presence of a
literary text, authority was not so easily shared. In such
circumstancts, doubts and stammerings are not easily shared
either. People uon't oftenthink alouc; instead, they insist and
seck to persuade. The tentative, the iutuitive, the half-heard,
are all quickly repressed.

Our summer’s activity was, then, the uncovering of a class-
room dynamic that our nast experience with textual study had
fostered, a dynamic of power and authority in texts and in
experts, a search forright answers and approval, and aradical
skepticism and distrust of “other” interpretations. It took all
our skills and experience to begin to overcome the habits of
the authoritarian classroom and authoritarian reading. Our
work was to validate resistance, to make our doubts as
important as our certainties,

One of the things we did was to slow down the pace, to let the
words of the text linger in the room longer. We read aloud;
we did all sorts of “text rendering,” calling out our favorite
lines—letting the words resound and gather meanings. We
did “reader’s theater” (where dramatized reading of the
different voices in a text brought the work to life), “persona
paraphrase” (where we re-spoke the voices in different idi-
oms and registers), “pointing” to favorite lincs and problem
lines—anything that gave the text presence among usand that
delayed the closure of a single reading.

But how could we teach the destabilized
approaches of our discipline? What would
be a pedagogy true to our current
sense ¢f what it means to know?

We wrote about assnciations and confusions, about misread-
ing and revised readings, And all these acts were appropria-
tions of some sort, ways of making the text ours, or of making
friends with it, understanding it on our terms and also on other
terms, through other people's understandings.

This is exactly the sort of thing one can't lecture about—
perhaps one can only bear witness—because what I am
speaking about is experience, not something that can, in fact,
be transcribed, only something that can be alluded to and then
reanimated through apprehension. In the same way, litera-
ture itself is anallusionto experience, reanimated through the
wransactions of its readers. The expetience of this Institute
reaffirmed for me the real significance of studying in groups.
Sharing the ‘ways we make meanings seems to me the most
essential knowledge that a culture can transmit. Perhaps
Michael Oakeshott put it most clearly, over twenty years ago,
when he said that human beings are distinguished from other
animals by their ability to participate in unending conversa-
tions. “Education, properiy speaking, is an initiation into the
skill and partnership of this conversation in which we learn to
recognize the voices, to distinguish the proper occasions of
utterance, and in which we acquire the intellectual and moral
habits appropriate to conversation” (as quoted by Bruffee,
1984).

If reflective thought is, indeed, the internatization of social
conversation (see Vygotsky, 1934), then classrooms would
do well to make real exchange their central activity. Of
course, this is never easy. Teachers give the grades and the
weight of that privilege alone makes any kind of equality a
fiction, Monetheless, much can be done to change the
dynamic of the classroom from what Freire calls the “banking
concept"—the teacher deposits the content—to a model of
the group researching its own responses in an effort to refine,
control, and understand these responses.

There are many models among us now of pedagogies that
represent altematives tolecturing. Bob Probst has developed
very detailed strategies for making the transacton individua!
readers hold with texts both visible and shared. In his work,
the exchange of a rich range of effective and associative
responses opens new access to works. Thomas iNewkirk, in
an article called “Looking for Trouble: A Way to Unmask
Our Readings” (1984), has made the problems we have in
confronting a poem the basis for our understanding of that
poem. He allows readers to sce how their own readings enact
arccursive process of revision and redefinition, amending
interpretations as they proceed. Recently Kathleen
McCormick, Gary Waller, and Lois Fowler in the Lexington
Introduction to Literature have pointed toward ways to offcr
readers both independence and cultural awarzness. They
suggest that both readers and texts bring wita them reper-

continued on next page
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toires and that our task is to consciously examine these
repertoires and the ideologies on which they rest. Nancie
Atwell has, most strikingly, made collaboration her subject:
“When my kids and I enter language together, collaborate as
theorists, and act on those theories in the classroom, we forge
and inhabit a common ground where the logic of their
learning and my teaching can finally converge and become
one” (1987, p.22).

In my own classes I have tried to make interpretive acts the
central subject of study. Ihave often begur: classes witha text
like John Berger's Another Way of Telling, directing stu-
dents’ attention at once to the “readings” we perform even in
so simple an act as the recognition of an event depicted in a
photograph. For instance, students who identify the assem-
bly line worker with raised arms as celebrating the liberation
of a Friday aftemoon and the coming weekend reveal a host
of cultural assumptions about work and workers, gesture,
attitude, picture taking, and social behavior.

The book includes nine short pieces, essays with photo-
graphs, that deal with the uses of photographs and variant
responses to them; a longer, more theoretical essay which
raises questions about the meaning of appearances, lan-
guages, and codes; and then, finally, a sequence of a hundred
and fifty photographs without words. This section embodies
the premise of the title, “another way of telling,” a story
without a story-line.

In studying this text, the possibility of a single valid reading
of the photograph is eroded. The whole book is testament to
the multiplicity of interpretive acts possible with the same
materials. The extended photographic essay demands a
reading that draws the reader in to make connections, to fill
in the gaps that constitute this story: the small child might be
this woinan when she was young; the young man might be
someone she once cared for; the recurrent idealized figure of
a woman bathing might be an image from her dreams. In
“reading” this way, students beginto see how much theirown
readings are always a projection of their own histories atd
how different our readings are, one from another.

Here is one example of how such a class operates: After
looking at this set of one hundred and fifty photographs,
students are asked to write a paragraph exploring what sense
they make of the sequence—whatresponses they have. Some
write about the brutality portrayed, the pervasive slaughter of
animals. Others write about the recurring religious imagery.
Others, about the references to stitchery, to knitting and
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My dissatisfaction with the lecture as a
dominani mode of instruction is thot it
doesn’t dramatize the consiructed,
mediated process of interpretation ...
doesn’t remind students that our world
is made by people and can be remade.

-

sewing that seem to weave in and out of the text. Then
students are asked to exchange paragraphs and to write a
single sentence summing up their partner's remarks, or to
extract ¢nie most significant line from their partner's para-
graph. Finally, the class, ina circle, reads aloud the sentences
composed. The impact of this communal response is dra-
matic, at once unified and individual, an experience shared
but personal,

To open a literature course with such an experience is to say
that individuals have power and that groups can extend that
power. It is to put one’s emphasis on what people can make
of the world around them and the texts they encounter; and it
is to celebrate difference.

My dissatisfaction with the lecture as a dominant mode of
instruction is that it doesn’t dramatize the constructed, medi-
ated process of interpretation and therefore doesn't remind
students that our world is made by people and can be remade.
Inits very form, the lecture urges acquiescence and homoge-
neity. This is where I find so much of the new reform
movement {otherwise known as the old back to basics move-
ment) so curiously confused. For instance, the NEH docu-
ment on the state of the humanities in the nation's public
schools that was recently prepared for the U.S. Congress,
Lynne Cheney’s report “American Memory,” somehow pits
process against knowledge, as though knowledge were un-
contested fact. The report is an indictment of cultural
illiteracy; it makes a strong argument for education as the
transmission of historical consciousness. Itsays that if we are
to understand the present, we must understand the past; we
must ask: “What does it mean that Rome fell? And Athens?
What does itmean for us?" (1987, p.6). Who could disagree?
But the report insists on making instruction in process the
villain of the piece, the cause of our failure to transmit the
legacy of culture, as though these questions themselves were
not, indeed, process questions, as though only one answer
were possible and that answer might be internalized through
memorization, If we foliow the formulations of Jim Merod
in his new book, The Political Responsibility of the Critic
(1987), and think of texts themselves as strategies for dealing
with cultural conflict and our readings of texts as strategies as
well, then we are incscapably led to see that it is these
strategies, these transformative possibilities, that constitute a
cultural heritage.
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The students that I meet invariably appear to have been
subject to an education that has made th- -1 distrustful, even
disdainful, of their own faculties. They expect tobe told what
things mean, and they have little experience in noticing their
own thought processes. They don’t notice what conclusions
they jump to —how they automatically fill in the gaps a text
provides. Only when they begin to notice how they read can
they begin to hold that process up to scrutiny and revise it or
consider alternatives. When a whole roomful of people
begins to share and reflect on its reading practices, then we
can begin a dialogue that broadens the possibilities for all of
us. The single-voiced classroom of a lecturer, even a brilliant
one, doesn’t allow that discursive space.

In a time that celebrates the “dialogized” voice, plurality,
heterogeneity, and the subtle interplay of what is spoken and
what is repressed, in texts as well as in cultures, it seems odd
that the monolithic control of the lecturer should remain so
much intact; but powerful institutions don’t change easily,
and neither we nor our students can easily change the expec-
tations we bring into the classroom, However, if we do,
indeed, teach cultural literacy, it is in the examination of
discursive practices, not merely in the memorization of
authorized vocabulary lists,

Finally, J would like to quote James Wright, who wrote in a
letter to Leslie Silko how often he thought of her work
“...when I'm in my office and pondering what I'm going to
say tomy students this afternoon and how I’m going to try to
listento them...” (1986, p.21). How we listen to students and
how they come to hear themselves and one another seem an
essential part of any kind of literacy.
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UPDATE

UPDATE

CSW RESEARCHER
PRESENTATIONS AT AERA

The American Educational Research Association will hold
its annual convention March 27-31 in San Francisco. Follow-
ing is a schedule of CSW's participation in this conference.

Monday, March 27

6:15-7:45 p.m.: Computer Support for Reacing and Writing:
Research Findings and Issues

John R. Hayes, Discussant

Tuesday, March 28

12:15-1:55 p.m.: Writing and the Computer

David Wallace and Charles Hill, “Understanding On-Line
Composition: Applying a Cognitive Model of Revision to
Word Processing"

6:15-7:45 pm.. Writing as a Social Act

Anne Haas Dyson, “Play, Pictures and Pencils in the Pri-
mary School: the Development of Dialectic between Form
and Function”

Sarah Warshauer Freedman, “A Growing Sensc of Audi-
ence for Middle School Writers: U.S. Students Exchange
Writing with UK. Students”

Wednesday, March 29

2:15-3:45 p.m.: Classroom Practices

Lirda Flower and Barbara Sitko, “Strategic Awareness in
Writing: A Study of Metacognition a: a Student-Controlled
Tool for Learning”

Barbara Sitko, “How Writers Use ‘Real Audience’ Feed-
back: Problem-Solving in Revision”

6:15-8:15p.m.: Theory, Rescarch and Pedagogy in Literacy:
Interpretations and Controversies

John R, Hayes, Chair

Karen A, Schriver, “Interpretations of Theory in Literacy
Studies”

Thursday, March 30

10:35-12:05 am.: Knowledge, Knowledge Change and
Writing

John Ackerman, “Plotting a Cause Through the Intcrtext:
How Writers' Prior Knowledge Affects Discourse Synthe-
sis”

Nancy Spivey and Stuart Greene, “Aufgabe in Writing and
Learning from Sources”
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LOUISE ROSENBLATT SPEAKS
AT CSW SEMINAR

On October 10, Louise Rosenblatt spoke to the Ceater semi-
nar on the topic, “The Writer's Stance.” In her presentation,
Rosenblatt extended to writing points she has made so
eloquently in the past about reading. Just as there is no such
thing as a generic reader, she said, there is no such thing as a
generic writer; rather, there are specific writers at specific
times working under spec fic circumstances for specific
purposes. As with reading, writing encompasses a transac-
tion, which is to say, meaning happens not in words but in the
relationship between people and words as that relationship is
shaped by context. Writers are constantly pulling out of their
reservoir those words that they think readers will have had
similar experiences with and can therefore share. In the
classroom, we need to create writing situations that connect
up to that reservoir and that allow students to learn to balance
the public and private aspects of sens¢ that feed their writing,
For a detailed discussion of this topic, see Rosenblatt's
Writing and Reading: The Transactiona! Theory, CSW
Technical Report No. 13, available through CSW, School of
Education, Tolman Hall, Univ. of California, Berkeley, 94720.

4:05-5:35 pm.: Text Features

Ann M., Penrose, Chair

Mary Sue Ammon and Paul Ammon, “Text Features Asso-
ciated with Writing and Reasoning about Science”

6:15-7:45 p.m.: Writing Special Interest Group Business
Meeting
Glynda Hull, Chair

Friday, March 31

8:45-10:15 am.: Studies of Orality and Literacy: Critical
Issucs for the Practice of Schooling

Wallace Chafe, “Information Flow in Spoken and Written
Language”

8:45-'0:15a.m.: Knowledge and Writing: Four Perspectives
Victoria Stein, Chair

In conjunction with the Special Interest Groups in Writing
and in Language Development, CSW is planning a reception
during AERA. For details, call or write the Center for the
Study of Writing, School of Education, University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley, California 94720; (415) 643-7022.
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Despite the Heat: Cross-Cultural Perspectives in Athens

from Wendy Strachan

The American Community School of Athens (ACS) has, for
the past three summers, hosted a summer program for teach-
ers K-12: “Language and Learning Across the Curriculum:
Writing to Learn/Learning to Write.” Originally the program
was planned asan intensive experience for ACS teachers who
had participated i Writing Project inservice sessions during
the year. For the past two yeers, however, ithas been open to
teachers from other schools in Athens and in the Middle East,
Although most come from international schools and are thus
oriented to American curriculumand views of teaching, afew
teachers from Greek private schools and colleges have joined
the group of approximately twenty-five participants. The
Greek teachers bring different perspectives, educational
backgrounds, and teaching experience to the work of the
group. They work in a different language and in a different
educational system and cultural context. Thus, we are eager
to learn what they find appropriatefor their students and what
effects their use of new methods has, both on their students’
wriling and on classroom interactions. We have begun tofind
out from what the teacners themselves report. In what
follows here, I share some of the reactions and insights that
seemed particularly interesting.

But first, a little context. Classes and class loads in Greek
schools tend to be large; one of the teachers reported having
approximately 300 students and seven classes, grades 9-12.
Teachers are expected to do all preparation and marking
outside of school time. Learning at all levels depends largely
on memorization and factual recall of what the teacher has
presented. The onus is on the student to succeed. At thehigh
schoel level particularly students feel intense pressure from
both school and parents to spend many hours on homework
and toperform well. The curriculum, which is determined by
the Education Ministry, is very full in content—overfull,
some would say—time is at a premium, and teaching is
oriented to external examinations. Reading material is re-
stricted, not simply because of availability but, according to
a Greek history teacher, as a matter of policy. Students may
not check out magazines from the library, for instance, nor
may teachers bring in journals or magazines of their choice.
The physical, logistical, and pedagogical constraints which
are put upon teachers appear to exceed by quite a wide margin
those experienced by most teachers in overseas schools and
thus most of our participants.

Greek students, however, seem to suffer from the same
problems as students everywhere. Two EFL teachers from a
private Greek school were prompted 1o join the summer
coursebecause their students struggle with writing composi-

tions in exams and they wanted ideas on how to help them.
The composition section on the exam is “the dreaded one,”
they said. Students cannot generate, organize, and develop
their ideas efficiently or well enough. A director of a Greek
joumalism school was discouraged by his students’ attitudes
toward writing. He says the students assume they know how
to write and have nothing to learn and consequently that they
need neither practice nor instruction. Yet, he comments,
“They don’t evaluate their ideas and don't identify the
important and unimportant ideas.” A high school teacher of
Greek literature sees her students’ main problem as the
inability to organize their thoughts when called on to explain
what they know in writing. “I find it tremendously difficult
to teach young minds to think. Most students are somewhat
‘lost’...."

Although set within diffsrent teaching contexts, such con-
cerns and problems are ones we all recognize and share. To
address them, the Greek teachers, as participants in the
workshop, were of course presented with the same teaching
models and strategies as everyone else. The course, follow-
ing the Writing Project model, is run as a collaborative
teachers’ workshop. It blends thecry and practice about
teaching and learning, and about the nature of writing, as both
a psychological and social process. Tecachers’ experience,
presentations, and reflective responses contribute tothe content
of the course, and thus traditional pattems of authority in the
room are subverted. Both the contexts for learning and the
content of the program are recommended as alternatives for
teachers in their own classrooms.

The Greek teachers have themselves reported on how the
teaching strategies were received by their students and how
the learning contexts were affected. As part of the course
credit requircment, each teacher during the fall term class-
room-tests some of the strategies worked through during the
summer and documents both her own and her students’
responses. Clio Castroyannis is a curriculum coordinator at
her school. She had a choice of classes to teach and experi-
ment with. She chose a class of twenty-two fifteen-year-old
highschool students who were preparing to sit the Cambridge
English Proficiency exam. Early in the year she wrote along
with the students and reports sharing one of her pieces. For
her, it was “an unforgettable experienze.,” The students were
both impressed and pleased to hear what she had written and
she felt that the sharing created a new tone to the class and an
“atmosphere of trust,”

continued on next page
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The following excerpts are from her own description of her
experience:

Most of the students are not very confident writers. When |
asked them about their writing, they said things like:

“I'mnot a goodwriter. Most times whenthey give me atopic
1 feel afraid. Nothing comes to my mind. I have o think a lot
in order to get ideas.”

“I think that if you haven't got a talent inwriting (and I don't
think I have), you could never be a writer.”

When we came to the phase of revision, the students’ eager-
ness 10 revise their writing was umazing. Some of them even
tried four drafts—quite unusual for Greek students so pres-
sured for time. In their learning logs they wrote:

“My revising process was quite a difficull thing. First of all
I had to give much more details in order to clear up some
vague points of my first draft. Inaddition to that I had to use
more complex sentences and a richer vocabulary. But the
most important was that I had to analyze my feelings and
reactions and organize the whole material i1 a different

way.

“Revising is very useful and I wish we had the time at the
examstodoit. ... It would help me a lot and I think | would
be ablz to show them what I can really do, as this can’t be
shown from the first draft.”

I was very impressed that some students used the writing
processintheir Greekclasses. I intend to stress that fact very
muchinmy inservice session. The Greek teacher was puzzled
but very pleased with the revised work.

“The revision helped me also at Greek compositions: we
wrole our first today and the first thing I did was a free
writing. I wrote everything that came to my mind and then put
themin order. I saw the others having written two lines and
my page was full.”

I was also extremely impressed with the fact that they kept to
the deadline. We usually have great difficulty collecting
homework.

Clio saw clearly what the students were able to do once she
gave them the opportunity and taught them some strategies.
Their ability to generate, organize, and develop their ideas
confirmed the value of her efforts. The students gained
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confidence and saw themselves as able to learn to write. That
the students effectively transferred the techniques they had
learned to their witing in Greek was a further confirmation.

Anna Krinis's experience was similar to Clio's. Working
with a group of ninth graders, an advanced English as a
Second Language class, Anna developed plans for teaching
the writing of narrative. She included mini-lessons on the
strategies she had leammed during the summer. When she
began teaching them, she felt she was simply following a
formula in rote fashion. However, her intuitive sense, de-
rived from her own writing experience, and her willingness
to experiment were validated. She writes: “During these
mini-lessons I felt as if I was learning with the students—the
strategies were becoming cleaier to me. I finally felt as if
was understanding them myself. We were all learning.”

Anna's students, like Clio’s, became conscious of the ways
in which they could develop their wriiing. One student
described a “‘show and tell” sirategyv:

I’ s something awriter has to do to ,make afilm out of his book.
It's amazing how it works, it make.: the whole description or
story so much better and besides it ¢ nlarges your vocahulary
since you can’t use the same word over and over again.

The same student wrote at the end of the narrative writing
project:

I now have a picture of how to write and not just plain
instructions. . . . I feel like a writer—searching, rewriting,
adding, leaving out parts, erasing until exactly what I want to
say is on paper. It was like walking into a labyrinth of words
and finally choosing a way out—my first “book,” my own
little success.

Although these latter examples are from highly successful
and articulate students, they nonetheless show what can
happen when a teacher both encourages and demonstrates a
process of thinking and writing. From the single applications
described, we cannot assume other changes in the classroom
learning environment. Nevertheless, the first conceptual leap
has been taken and reflected in classroom practice.  rus,
what both teachers reported showed that the strategies pro-
duce results similar to those reported by teachers in other
Writing Projects, despite very different cultural and linguis-
tic contexts. The similarities attest to the theoretical sound-
ness and teachability of such strategies and further to the
effectiveness of the Bay Area Writing Project model of
professional development. We look forward now to hearing
from the Greek teachers who participated in this past sum-
mer’s piugiaiii —~one of them from Clio’s school. What did
they find useful—acspite the heat. . , ?

Wendy Strachan is the Director of the Athens Writing Pro-
Ject, Athens, Greece.
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John R, Maitino

SHARING WRITING: PEER RESPONSE
GROUPS IN ENGLISH CLASSES

by Karen Spear

Heinemann Boynton/Cook

Students in our English classes sometimes seem to
provide the most compelling evidence against using
small groups for discussion and revision work. They
lack maturity, they share little interest in writing, they
seem unable to read professional and student texts
analytically, and they appear to lack the background for
working collaboratively with peers. Groups involved
in revision work may wander aimlessly through a
student essay, engaging in a kind of hit and miss
editorial exercise without ever addressing the genuine
needs of the text and its writer. At best, as James
Moffett says, young writers may be able to identify
writing problems, but since they often cannot under-
stand the underlying causes, they have great difficulty
in offering solutions for those problems. In addition,
we may as English teachers instinctively dismiss group
or collaborative work because we were taught in tradi-
tional, teacher-centered classrooms and find the expe-
rience somewhat alien,

With Sharing Writing, however, Karen Spear provides
an extended theoretical discussion of peer response
groups and a wealth of practical applications for teach-
ers who are either skeptical about using such groups or
seek informed guidance about teaching writing through
group interaction. Her particular audience, secondary
and higher education writing teachers, will find in Part
I (“Challenges of Peer Response Groups” ) a realistic
and fair-minded analysis of the bencfits and difficulties
of sharing writing in groups. On the basis of tran-
scripts, interviews and her own observations of secon-
dary and college students, Spear identifies five funda-
mental problems with collaborative groups. Ground-
ing her discussion in the problems of classroom expe-
rience, she asks us to see and understand the “actual

dynamics of such groups, discouraging as they some-
times can b2,” so we may structure groups for more
effective interaction and writing. Chapters include
discussions of related topics—connections between
the composing, process and the interpersonal proc-
ess, problems in sharing writing, the actual reading
of drafts, revision of drafts in groups, and moving
from teacher-centered to peer-collaborative roles,

Teachers may find Part II (“Develcping Peer Re-
sponse Groups”™ ) more practical and more helpful
than the earlier section because Spear provides so
many examples, models, and suggestions, which
have immediate classroom application, We see suc-
cessful groups in operation (through transcripts with
Spear’s helpful commentary), we observe a peer-
centered class from its inception (the sequence of
steps, assignments, and Spear’s many valuable sug-
gestions), and we may sharpen our understanding of
how we can strengthen students’ skills fundamental
to writing and group work: reading peer texts
constructively, listening as a writer and reader, and
giving effective feedback.

In what follows, I want todiscuss Spear’s book from
two vantage points: as it helps writing teachers
conceive (or reconceivel) the art of teaching as a
collaborative process, and as it aids teachers in
structuring their classes so students will encounter
writing as a “lively communal activity” (Spear’s
words) where the sharing of experiences, feelings,
and ideas becomes itself a rewarding undertaking.

Spearidentifics three assumptions about writing and
group work, stated in the preface, which help us to
see the rewards of collaborative teaching. She sug-
gests thatcomposing is aninterpersonal process, that
student problems in writing and group interaction
parallel one another, and that when students learn at
the same time to write and participate in groups,
writing and learning become more closely associ-
ated with exploration and discovery in a dynamic

continued on next page
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sense. Much of the first chapier links the composing
and interpersonal processes in an analytical and de-
scriptive fashion, We see relationships between writer
and audience, and theexcitement engendered by learn-
ing to write and interact in groups.

I found most convincing Spear’s commentary on part
of a transcript of a successful group revision session
coming at the end of Part I, A student writer, Carol, has
begun 1o realize how she can, with the help of her
group, project herself into the audience’s perspective
and see her writing as they see it. Spear's comments
crystallize the value of response groups as a teaching
strategy:

“Once this awareness sinks in, students become more
likely tocompose alternative constructions alond, using
the group as a sounding board. Unlike composing
sentences in private, oral composition in groups seems
to capitalize on the writer’s projected self as she hears
her words the way her audience does. Even if peer
feedback is minimal or poor, the projected self seems
to provide some of its own feedback; one hears not just
as oneseif but in another, enlarged role” (p. 66).

In other words, peer groups help student writers to be
self-conscious, reflective and critical alnat their writ-
ing in the same way that public speakers can often
“read” their audience’s responses as they speak, stay-
ing on course, modifying, as the situation dictates.
Sharing writing allows students, as Spear says, to
rehearse ideas and written constructions before putting
them into a final form.

Spear’s book also helps us torealize that while collabo-
rative learning offers certain advantages, teachers must
first understand the problems they will encounter with
response groups. She lists five interrelated problems,
promising to treat them as themes throughout the book.
Theyinclude: confused expectations about the group’s
purpose and the individual’srole init; inability to read
group members’ texts analytically; misunderstanding
about the process of writing and revision; the failure to
work collaboratively with group members; and the
failure to monitor and maintain group activity.

Chapter 2 provides a transcript of an unsuccessful
revision sessiou along with Speae’s occasional com-
mentary about specific problems we see in the tran-
script. Many oftthe problems are strikingly familiar,
and made more so by the typical language, colloquial-
isms, and hesitations of these lower-division college
students. They show ambivalence about criticizing
one another (“feel free to cut me to ribbons™), they
cannot ask concrete questions, they cannot focus the
group’s concems, and they tend to wander aimlessly
from point to point,

Spear's commentary and subsequent discussions pro-
vide specific strategies for remedying these problems
through instruction, modeling, and other suggestions,
She focuses on reading peer drafts in Chapter 3 (her
discussion places reading in context, but seems some-
times to emphasize the theoretical at the expense of
practical application), revision in Chapter 4 (with fine
suggestions about helping readers make one-sentence
statements of the main idea as they perceiveit), androle
redefinitions in Chapter 5 (helping students in groups
to move from acting as “teacher surrogates” to “peer
collaborators™). In addition, Chapter 5 presents two
partial transcripts of successful group sessions inwhich
students demonstrate a focused use of peers in brain-
storming and reinforcing the notion of audience.
Coming after examples of unsuccessful group revision
work, Spear’s edited transcripts help us appreciate the
possibilities of collaborative teaching.

If Part I lays the groundwork for understanding the
dynamics of group interaction, Spear provides in Part
II strategies for instituting and maintaining peer re-
sponse groups in our classes. Her strategies do not
provide a systematic program; rather, they present
guidelines for those interested in using peer response
groups in writing classes: introducing a peer-centered:
class; activities-and lessons for the first several weeks;
monitoring groups and dealing with failures in group
work; and teaching skills vital to the success of re-
sponse groups.

Many of the traits of successful revision groups emerge
in a long transcript accompanied by Spear’s commen-
tary in Chapter 6, and bear repeating, For example, the
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group probes for a clear statement of the writer’s goals;
when they discover that statement, they think through
the piece with the writer, consistently sticking with the
topic; they ground their comments and criticisms in
their own readings and reactions, giving the writer
repeated opportunities to rethink her text in light of
audience response.

Since Spear’s students include upper division English
education majors, secondary teachers may rightfully
desire an example of successful group work among
average high school students. None is present, and
many of her suggestions for peer groupsare made inthe
context of university courses. Nevertheless, the traits
and subsequent guidelines provide a flexible outline
secondary teachers might adapt for their own students.
For example, teaching response groups to examine a
text for a clear statement seems vital in any writing
class, and Spear’s later suggestion that students com-
pose, in groups, a single main idea for a data-based
essay has application for all students.

When 1 read Spear’s descriptions of how she begins her
freshmen writing classes (Chapter 6), I found it easy to
imagine how her students may begin to experience
writing as alively communal activity. They share their
writing during the first session; they get to know one
another quickly (she describes a “name chain” activity
[p. 153]inacatalog of group activities which serves as
the final chapter); they interview a fellow student and
write a sketch which is published by the end of the first
week as a classroom handout; and they experience
group members as important resources in producing
their own writing. Interestingly, she avoids evaluation
of these early writing sketches, asking students instead
to discuss “how" they composed their texts. (Process
is emphasized, and students begin early to develop
expectations ahout their classroom as a community
where sharing is a vital activity.)

Early assignments—a data-based assignment using
Spear’s data only, for example—present low-risk writ-
ing during which students work in groups discussing
and evaluating information, while in later draft and
revision sessions they benefit from worksheets and
focused questions (pp. 92-94).

Cther suggestions which enliven writing include the
way in which Spear as teacher shares her authority by
enlisting students’ suggestions and feedback, and her
readiness toinvolve herself in the day-to-day problems
of groups. My own experience with groups confirms
the importance of her suggestions. When I present
activities as experiments, explaining my goals and
asking later for evaluation, students slowly begin to
think about their own learning and ahout the processes
we employ in our daily work. Spear’s advice about
maintaining peer response groups deserves quotation
and comment:

“Thus, the teacher’s most effective stance in maintain-
ing collaborative writing classes is to confront group
behavior openly, to anticipate the problems students
are likely to have, and to recognize them as & natural
part of the process. Most of all, teachers shouldn't be
embarrassed or defensive when calling attention to
students’ performance, but should couch their criti-
cisminthe context of continued encouragement, under-
standing, and growth” (p. 99).

As ] read these words, they reminded me of a J. D.
Salinger quote which seems out of date today, at least
in classrooms where the excitement of collaborative
learning permeates the air. “You don’t have to think
too hard when you talk to a teacher,” Salinger wrote,
probably imagining the classroom in which teaching
often meant lectures, notes, and questions whichrarely,
if ever, asked for personal reflection. In Spear's
classroom and in many classrooms today, teachers
must constantly assess individual and group learning,
the problems of interpersonal dynamics, monitoring
and shaping the kinds of discourse in which students
engage—all tasks which demand engagement with
students on a personal as well as an intellectual level.
In such surroundings, the promise of genuine engage-
ment with other humsn beings and of real learning
demand active thinking of teachers and of their stu-
dents.

Part of making writing a lively communal activity
involves, of course, the dynamics of interpersonal
communication. Spear's final Chapters offer sugges-

continued on nex: page
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tions for the improvement of reading, listening, and
giving feedback as these skills may improve . .oup
interaction. Though teachers may be tempted to treat
such activities mechanically, as skill building exer-
cises only, many of them can serve to sensitize students
to the art of communication—how and what we hear,
how we present ourselves and how we are perceived.
Chapter 9 (“Listening: The Foundation for Sharing"),
for example, lists the research findings on good listen-
ing, and provides guided activities in which groups can
apply those findings to their own behavior. Spear
divides listening skills into four dimensions—attend-
ing, reflection, drawing out, and comnecting—and offers
activities for each dimension. In one exercise designed
to improve attending, students are given a controver-
sial topicand asked to summarize the previous speaker’s
position before explaining their own views. The notes
at the end of these chapters (and many other chapters)
provide additional resources teachers may wish to use
for activities and ideas.

Although Spear concludes her book with a helpful
miscellany of suggestions for group work (establishing
groups, self-disclosure, movement exercises, model-
ing, maintaining groups, collaborative problem solv-
ing, and recording peer input), she might have provided
a more satisfying conclusion by including a student’s
work in stages along with commentary and brief tran-
scripts. A first draft, revisions, abbreviated transcripts
disclosing peer group discussions of drafts cr parts of
them, commentary, and a final draft—these might have
helped us to envision the actual process of sharing
writing, and the fruits of that sharing.

Nevertheless, Karen Spear’s Sharing Writing pro-
vides a well-thought-out framework for understanding
the role of pe: : response groups in the writing class.
Her transcripts and commentary bring to life the prob-
lems and possibilities of collaborative teaching, cap-
turing the sometimes aimless exchanges of response
groups as well as the rewarding moments of student
discovery and self-reflection. Her delineation of the
problems of group work, so fully documented in her
transcripts and commentary, lays the groundwork for
instituting many of her later ideas and suggestions in a
writing class. And, perhaps most importantly, Spear’s

book helps us toenvision our classes as communities in
which it is not what we give, but what we share that
enriches each of us, teacherand studentalike, and helps
us to achieve our fullest potential.

JohnMaitino teaches English at California State Poly-
technic University in Pomona, California, where he
also directs the English Education Program.

Chris Anderson

EMBRACING CONTRARIES
by Peter Elbow
Oxford University Press

Peter Elbow’s important new book, Embracing Con-
traries, consists of twelve essays on cognitive develop-
ment and pedagogical theory organized under four
main headings: “The Learning Process,” “The Teach-
ing Process,” “The Evaluation Process,” and “Contrar-
iesand Inquiry.” Allbutthe last essay and anextended
excerpt from a peer observation journal have been
published previously. Omitted is any work directly
about writing or the teaching of writing (on the assump-
tion apparently that this is already widely available in
Writing Without Teachers and Writing With Power),
though much of the theorizing here has obvious impli-
cations for composition practice, forming the theoreti-
cal basis for Elbow's well-known teaching on
freewriting, writing groups, and the notion of power or
voice in prose.

What compels me about this collection, first, is the
“power” and “voice” of Elbow’s own style, his capac-
ity to practice as a writer what he preaches as a writing
teacher. Embracing Contraries is a good read in a way
that few books about writing ever are. Part of the
reason for this is that Elbow is instinctively autobio-
graphical, grounding his observations in whohe isasa
writer and teacher and dramatizing the processes of his
thinking as he works through the implications of his
experience. Eachessay in the collection is prefaced by
a short passage describing the origins of the ideas, the
places and scenes and times of the piece in Elbow's
teaching career, so that in the end we have areal sense
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of Elbow as a person, a mind in the act of knowing,
Within each essay the autobiographical impulse shows
aswell, particularly in Elbow’s willingness to admit his
own biases and enthusiasms and in his use of his own
contexts—at MIT or Bard or Evergreen—as represen-
tative anecedoses for the larger concerns of the profes-
sion. Theresuitis amovie of Elbow’s mind, anarrative
with the appeal of any good narrative: concreteness, a
developing plot, an engaging ethos.

The other source of the book’s power stylistically is
Elbow’s freedom from jargon and his capacity to say
things directly and simply thatmost of usdon’t havethe
courage or brazenness to just come out and say. Of all
the people writing in our profession, only Elbow could
be the author of sentences like: “I simply tried to
imitate the good teachers I'd had—to be Socrates and
agood guy at the same time"”; “The one sure thing is that
teaching is sexual”; “Much teaching behavior really
stems from anunwarranted fear of things falling apart.”

And of course, in this way the form of Embracing
Contraries acts out Elbow’s emphasis as a theorist on
induction, metaphor, and the contemplation of the
concrete as the most useful methods of knowing
(“Nondisciplinary Courses and the Two Roots of Real
Learning™), as well as his belief in the conceptual
validity of narrative and descriptive exploratory writ-
ing (“Teaching Two Kinds of Thinking by Teaching
Writing"™),

The secondreason that I admire Embracing Contraries
is that so much of what Elbow says in it rings true,
James Berlinand others have recently criticized Elbow
for being politically and epistemologically naive about
the notion of the “self,” a notion that in their view has
been deconstructed or made problematic by postmod-
ern literary and rhetorical theory (see Berlin’s “Rheto-
ric and Ideology.” for example, in the September 1988
College English). Elbow has become one of the
favorite wlipping boys or scapegoats of contemporary
theorists. But however valid these deconstructions
may be —and I think we should take them seriously,
because they have terribly important practical conse-
quences—reading Elbow you find observation after
observation that just rings true, that just seems right, 1

meantwo things here: first, thathis observations seem
true psychologically, are insightful about what it feels
like to be a writer and teacher. 1know of nothing more
reassuring, therapeutic, more intuitively sound, than
Elbow’s famous distinction between the critic and the
creator in the writing process and the importance of
postponing the critic. That just makes sense to me as
a writer myself—it makes my students and my student
teachers nod, respond, agree more than any other
statement I report from the world of writing theory. In
the same way I know of nothing more sound or liber-
ating, more healthy, for teachers than Elbow’s conten-
tion that we need to be both coaches and critics with
students, embracing both poles of that contrary, Years
of frustration and anxiety seem to get clarified in that
notion, if only because it “validates that sense of
frustration and confusion,” acknowledges it as an
“accurate and valid response to the complexities of the
task athand.” There is that shock of recognition when
you come across this notion, the gestalt-switch sensa-
tion of the stairs that seemed to go down suddenly
going up, the old woman becoming the duck.

When I say that the book “rings true” I also mean that
there’s much n it that you can actually go out and do—
practical, workable techniques for students, teachers,
administrators to apply right now: freewriting itself,
but also a number of approaches to the problems of
evaluating papers, classes, faculty, and whole pro-
grams (“Trying to Teach While Thinking About the
End,” “Evaluating Students More Accurately,” “Col-
laborative Peer Evaluation by Faculty,” “Trustworthi-
ness in Dialectic”). Many of us already know that
freewriting actually works, however the “self” it seems
to liberate is constructed, wherever it comes from,
whether it exists at all. Embracing Contrariesis full of
such practical ideas, described step by step, illustrated,
made accessivle,

My third reason for liking this book so much is its
complexity. I've been partly going along with the
implication that Elbow is naive in his explanation for
why his techniques work, but I think that in the end that
isn’t true. Elbow is too concerned with coniraries to be

continued on next page
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naive. He is too self-aware. The organizing goal of the
collection, in fact, is to acknowledge the “rich messi-
ness of learning and teaching—to avoid the limitations
of neat thinking and pat positions,” a goal that Eibow
accomplishes by continually complicating his own
position, describing its limitations, arguir.3 the other
side. A typical Elbow statement: “The full fair answer
is both yes andno.” While the idea of contraries can be
too easy itself, a having and eating of cake—while
Elbow’s, application of itcan be a little too convenient,
too all-encompassing—in the end I think you have to
be iripressed by Elbow’s intellectual integrity, his
capacity for genuine self-criticism, self-questioning,
self-correction. You can’tpigeon-hole himasa*‘mere”
“expressionistic” or “romantic” rhetorician, because
he argues too rigorously for the values of “methodo-
logical doubt” and “disciplinary thinking.” It’s the
creator and the critic, he is saying, the concrete and the
disciplinary, the exploratory and the systematized.
And there are many things that can’t be accounted for
by his theories, he admits, beliefs that he can’t demori-
strate fully, hunches he must resign to the messiness or
the mysteriousness of the process.

That’s finally the crucial point in Embracing Contrar-
ies: that EIbow acknowledges complexities and doubts
and problems, and still “believes,” to use the word he
d=velops in the final essay in the book, *“Methodologi-
cai Doubting and Believing: Contraries in Inquiry.”
The book is important as an example, one of our few,
of a “‘systematic, disciplined and conscious attempt to
believe,”

That is: Elbow is continually acknowiedging his own
beliefs, as beliefs—his motives for maintaining what
he can’t always prove, the reasons behind it. He is up
front, “laying his weapons on the table,” as he puts it.
Which is to say that unlike many of the “bourgeois
realists” that Berlin and others take to task, Elbow
doesn’t mystify his own positions or pretend that they
are self-evident, beyond point of view. “I cannot
escape an ad hominem critical reading of this book,”
Elbow admits, “for in the end I am really engaged in

trying to work out a definition of good learning that
doesn’t exclude me.” Elbow’s autobiographical self-
consciousness, in other words, is not just an effective
rhetorical strategy but a way of acknowledging what
the contemporary theorists are calling “ideology”
(resurrecting and rehabilitating that word). I would
like EIbow at some pointto respond directly to those in
the “social-epistemic” school, those who argue, with
Berlin, that there is no “transcendent self,” no voice,
and that all meaning is the product of convention and
institution. Iwould like to see him build their termsinto
his sct of governing contraries. But even without that
direct confrontation, what makes Elbow important in
the contemporary debate is that in a sense he already
demystifies, unmasks himself. He argues his ideology
directly.

Thecrucial diffcrence between Elbowand Derlin (Berlin
seen as represent~tive of the social-epistemic rhetori-
cians) is that Berlin argues principally as a critic of
other positions, employing the doubting game almost
exclusively, while Elbow spends most of his time
arguing for belief, for what he believes and what others
can believe, even though he at the same time acknow1-
edges doubt and problems. He demystifies and still
believes. He risks belief. He risks being naive. Far
from being just arefreshing rhetorical gesture, this kind
of openness argues a profound insight about the need
for enabling assumptions, about the need to begin and
end in the concrete, the experiential. (“I think I see
compulsive doubters as more dominated by unaware
beliefs than other peopleare,” Elbowsaysat one point.)
Maybe, Elbow is saying, implicitly and explicitly,
maybe we need to postpone the critic to get the real
work, the best work, out—as writers, as teachers of
writing, as theorists about writing and the teaching of
writing,

Chris Anderson is an assistant professor of English at
Oregon State University in Corvallis, Oregon, where
he is also Coordinator of Composition.
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Peggy Riley

Imagery: Thinking with the Mind's Eye

John Ciardi, in his book How Does A Poem Mean? suggests
a simple experiment to show that “thoughts are made of
pictures.” Pause, he says, make an effort to clear your mind,
and then “ ‘think’ some central experience as ‘Home for
Christmas.’ Instantly many ‘thoughts’ flash ilircugh one’s
mind. And clearly those thoughts are not words but *pictures’
(and recollections of other sensory impressions such as
sounds, smells, tastes).”(1) I tried this experiment in my
introduction to literature class; I asked my students to close
their eyes and watch carefully what happened in their minds
when [ repeated the words, “home for Christmas.” I waited a
few moments, then asked what happened. Whatdid they see?
hear? smell? The results astonished them: Christmas trees,
the family, stockings; they could hear carols, bells, conversa-
tions; smell pine needles, turkeys roasting; taste homemade
fudge. Some of them had poignant responses. Some saw
Christmases of years ago; others saw arecent Christmas. But
no one saw the words “home for Christmas” passing across
their minds like words on a ticker tape. Iknow that imagery
is central to poetry, but I hadn’t made the conscious connec-
tion between imagery and Jought before. I had always
considered thinking (if I thought about it at all) as the
manipulation of abstract symbols, something that scientists
and mathematicians did, not as the creation or recreation of
concrete sensory images.

Intrigued by my students’ responses to Ciardi’s exercise, I
looked up the definition of the verb “to think” in the Oxford
English Dictionary. What I found surprised me. The defini-
tion reads, in part,

to think: to conceive in the mind; to exercise the mind, esp,
the understanding, inany active way; to form connected ideas
of any kind; to form or have an idea of (a thing, action, or
circumstance, real or iraginaty) in one’s mind; to imagine,
congceive, fancy, picture,

Although experience tells us that thinking is not limited to
imagery—when we think we consciously or subconsciously
incorporate emotions, for example, or previous experiences,
memory, or mythical patterns—image-making is central to
the thinking process.(2) So when we wonder, sometimes,
why we struggle to teach Shakespeare or Donne or Dylan

Thomas—in other words, why we teach literature—we find
one answer in the definition of the verb “to think™: we teach
literature to help our students expand and develop their
image-making powers, “to imagine, conceive, fancy, pic-
ture,” to think.

This leads naturally to another question: how? Most of us
got into the English business because we love to read, but
how do we reach a generation of students who are accus-
tomed to passively receiving images from television and
movies rather than actively recreating images through read-
ing? What specifically can we do in the classroom to get the
students involved in literature, especially poetry? Many of
my community college students have had very little expo-
sure to poetry, some none at all. They tend to think of
literature as a world outside themselves, a world they don’t
inhabit. Ineeded to figure out a way to engage the students
with what they read before they read it, to give them a stake
in what they read, and to familiarize them with two great
delights in reading: delight in recognizing something famil-
iar, and delight in discovering something new.

What I came up with might seem at first like a classic
example of putting the cart before the horse. My idea was to
have the students write about a poem before they read it, to
have them experience for themselves some of the creative
energy that goes into poetry, to have them experience
imayery and—yes—metaphorical language themselves
before seeing how a poet uses them, thereby grounding their
experience of learning something new iitc ¢heir own pre-
existing knowledge and experience.(3) In other words, I
wanted my students to establish a connection between them-
selves and literature, and to establish this connection by
writing. )

continued on next page

..we teach literature to help our students
expand and develop their image-making
powers, “to imagine, conceive,
Jancy, picture,” to think.
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I'begin my introduction to literature course with poetry, and
I'begin the study of poetry with Frost’s “The Witch of Coo..”
because it’s soimmediately accessible. It’s a narrative poem,
telling of aman who “stayed the night for shelter” at the home
of an old country woman and her 40-year-old son, “two old
believers.” The old woman—a witch—and her son tell the
stranger a story about a skeleton that haunts their house,
where he came from, why he’s there. The poemincludes stuff
that students find agreeable: mystery (who was the skele-
ton?), murder (the bones begin their travels through the house
from “a grave down in the cellar”), the supematural (the
skeleton/ghost itself), “weird” people (the 40-year-old son
still at home with Mom), perhaps an illicit love affair (be-
tween the old woman and the man the bones once were), the
occult (the witch).

Before they read Frost’s poem, though, I ask my students to
imagine, to “think,” a skeleton. What does the skeleton look
like? Feel like? Smell like? Sound like? How would it look
if it moved? Iallow them a few minutes to create an image
of the skeleton in their minds, then ask them to spend about
ten minutes describing that skeleton in a paragraph, trying to
be as detailed as possible. The students then share their
paragraphs in groups of three or four (larger groups would
take up too much time), Each group chooses one paragraph
toread aloud to the class. Then, as a class, we talk about each
chesen paragraph: what did the writer do to create the image?
What kinds of words did he or she use? Colors? Sizes?
Shapes? Sounds? Did the writer use figurative language?
{Quite often thestudents will use figurative language without
realizing it. Searching for words to create the description,
students consciously or unconsciously compare the skeleton
to something else. One student described her image of the
skeleton as moving “like a puppeton astring, itsfeet not quite
touching the floor,” and another compared his skeleton’s rib
cage to “a bird cage without the bird.”)

Here the students are discussing and examining their own
writing and that of their peers, and it’s exciting for them. They
realize their own writing has validity and creativity, that it's
worthy of discussion and examination. They are eager to
share their writing, to discuss how they came v ) with their
images, how they “imagined, conceived, fancicd, pictured.”
“Could you seeit?” I ask. For many of them it’s arevelation.
They did not see the word s-k-e-1-e-t-0-n in their heads; they
saw the image, a picture, of a skeleton,

As writers and thinkers they created unique images (no two
descriptions will be the same even though the students all

describe the same thing, a skeleton). The students are eager
to share their writing, to discuss what was going on in their
minds as the images appeared.

“Well,” I say, “this is part of what a poet does. He creates an
image so you as readers can see what he sees. And, perhaps,
when you see what he sees you will feel what he feel.. Then
you will have experienced what a poem ‘means’.” And I
point out that their eagemness to share their writing corre-
sponds to the eagerness many poets feel to share theirs. A
poem doesn’t exist in a vacuum; it is created to be read.

So far the students haven’t read Frost’s poem but, through
their imaginings, they have been introduced to it. Now I
assign reading “The Witch of Coos” for the next class
meeting, asking the students to note carefully how Frost
describes his skeleton and how their descriptions are similar
to ordifferent from his. At the next classsession, the students
share their experience of reading the poem and of comparing

This exercise ... introduces them to more
delights of reading: swapping favorite
parts of the story and sharing
a common experience.

Frost’s descriptions with their own. If it doesn’t come upin
the discussion (and it usually does), I point out that many
students used similes to help create their image of a skeleton:
“like apuppet,” “likeabirdcage.” Sodoes Frost: “(It]carried
itself like a pile of dishes”; “I had a vision of them put
together/Not like a man but like a chandelier”; . . . it looked
like lightning or a scribble.”

Then I play a recording of Frost rcading his poem and have
the students mark passages which seem especially vivid to
them as they listen to it, but this time I ask them to look for
images other than visual images: images of sound, sensation;
images that arouse emotion (passages of the poem that are
scary or funny).(4) As soon as the recording is over, the
students write a brief (ten-minute) response to the image that
struck them most particularly, then share these responses in
groups as they had their descriptions. This exercise not only
focuses their attention on the poem’s variety of ‘magery, it
introduces them to more delights of reading: swapping favor-
ite parts of the story and sharing acommon experience. Each
group chuoses a person to read his or her paragraph aloud to
the class. As before, the students’ responses determine the
class discussion. Hearing the poem (the sound an echo to the
sense) adds another dimension to its reading, and the discus-
sion can be wide- ranging indeed. We can talk about blank
verse and the rhythm of poetry (students will ask why this is
a poem if it doesn’t thyme), onomatopoeia (“the faintest
restless rustling ran all through them"), repetition (“brushing
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their chalky skull with chalky fingers™), more subtle meta-
phors (do the images of snow and coldness suggest some-
thing about the marriage the old woman and her husband
endured?),

The next step is to have the students write a more formal
paper, one in which they examine a particular facet of the
poem inmore detail. Atthe end of this second class session,
after we've heard, discussed, and written about the poem, 1
ask the students what kinds of questions they have. We
brainstorm a bit, while I write their questions on the board:
What kind of a marricge was it? Who were the bones? What
kind of person is the son? Can we believe the mother? Is she
really a witch? Why all the images of cold and snow? Who
is the narrator? Then, for their more formal writing as."gn-
ment, the students consider one of these questions, questions
that they've generated themselves, using evidence from the
poem to support their response. When the students leave to
write their papers, they do not leave empty-handed. They
have two paragraphs which they’ve written themselves in
class, they have a marked-up copy of the poem to look at,
they're alert to imagery and how it is used in the poem to
evoke emotions, they’ve had feedback on their own writing,
they’ve shared the experience of reading the poem with peers
and can discuss the poem and their ideas about it outside of
class if they wish. And not least, their shared experience of
the poem has pulled the class together as a community of
scholars, cogitating, wondering, discussing, arguing: was
there really a skeleton or wasn’t there? The students are
discovering that the connection between themselves and
literature is common human experience.

“We still ask boys in college to think, as in the nineties,” said
Robert Frost, “but we seldom teil them what thinking means;
we seldom tell them it is just putting this and that together; it
is saying one thing in terms of another. Totell them is to set
their feet on the first rung of a ladder the top of which sticks
through the sky.”(5) When I asked my students to “think”
“home for Christmas,” they first had to put two complex
notions together: “home” and “Christmas.” Connecting
these two abstract ideas resulted in sensory imagery, imagery
that would have been different had I said “home for dinner”
or “atrip at Christmas.” After forming these cunnectedideas,

...the poem has pulled the class
together as a community of scholars,
cogitating, wondering, discussing,
arguing...discovering that
the connection between themselves
and literature is common
human experience.

more connections happened, each student drawitig on his or
her own memories, perceptions, relationships.

This is the important first step: “just putting this and that
together.” But the key to active response to their reading is
the students’ writing, writing before, during, and after read-
ing the poem. Writing about Frost's “Witcn of Coos,” the
students experience bringing their memories and perceptions
to reading using a concretenotion: askeleton. (Writing about
amore difficult poem like Donne’s “A Valediction: Forbid-
ding Mourning,” the students see how a poet, and how they
themselves, can articulate emotion and other abstract con-
cepts through imagery, can transform emotion to imagery
and therefore to thought.[6])

If there were a simple verb incorporating all aspects of the
study of literature, “to literature,” say, the OED definition of
“to think" with its emphasis on imagery, metaphor, picturing,
would fit precisely. Idon’t know who coined the redundancy
“critical thinking,” but I do know that as English teachers our
aim all along has been to stimulate our students to develop
their own innate image-making powers through reading and
writing. The ability to create and recreate imagery is the
ability to think, to think with the mind's eye.

Notes and Sources

1. JohnCiardi, How Doesa PoemMean? (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Co., 1959) 864.

2. George Lakoff, preface, Women, Fire, and Dangerous
Things: What Categories Reveal about the Mind (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987).

Lakoff summarizes his argument in the Preface, challenging
the traditional Aristotelian view that “reason is abstract and
disembodied,” the mechanical manipulation of abstract
symbols by a mind that is an abstract machine, like a com-
puter, and argues that recent research suggests a new view:
that “Thought is embodied . . . that conceptual systems grow
out of bodily experience,” and that “Thought is imaginative,
in that those concepts which are not directly grounded in
experience employ metaphor, metonymy, and mental im-
agery” (p. xiv).

What all this boils down tois that the “imaginative aspects of
reason—metaphor, metonomy, and mental imagery-—{are]
central to reason, rather than . . . aperiperhal and inconse-
quential adjunct to the literal” (p. xi). Teaching literature,
then, with its empl.asis on figurative language, goes beyond
the ideas of enculturation, of traditional didacticism (Sid-
ney’s “teach and delight”) which includes moral instructior:
and increased understanding of human nature, to the very
core, the seed, of the thinking process itself.

continued on next page
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3. Kevin McKean, “Memory,” Discover, November 1983:
24, This article reports on research linking memory and the
leaming process.

4, Robert Frost, “The Witch of Coos,” Robert Frost Reads
His Poetry, Caedmon, 61-7521, 1956. This audiotape is
conveniently available throughthe Book-of-the-Month Club,
Camp Hill, PA 17012.

5. Robert Frost, “Education by Poetry: A Meditative
Monologue,” The Norton Reader, ed. Arthur M, Eastman et
al,, 6th ed. (New York: Norton, 1984) 1025.

Thatthis piece was originally atalk givento AmherstC: ‘ege
in 1930 reinforces the point that poets may hav:  _ceded
cognitive scientists in discovering the link between imagery
and thinking. There is also food for thought in the fact that
computers are unable to “think" metaphorically.

6. This sequence—writing about a poem before it's read,
then reading the poem, then listening to the poem read aloud
and discussing particular images from the poem in class, and
finally writing a more formal paper—is effective with poems
more complex and difficult than “The Witch of Coos.” For
example, before my students read Donne's “A Valediction:
Forbidding Mouming,"” I ask them to write a paragraph in
response to the following: Suppose you and someone you
love very much are going to be scparated for a while, What
would your feelings be? What would you say to your loved
one? Can you think of any images—pictures—to show your
loved one how you feel about him or her and about the
separation?

As they did with the Frost poem, the students create their own
images, this time of the abstract ideas of love and separation.
Doing so gives them a way into Donne’s poem and can lead
to & lively discussion of his central metaphor: the compass.
This metaphor becomes even more vivid when one student
reads the “Valediction” aloud while another manipulates a
drawing compass to recreate graphically Donne's images.

Peggy Riley teaches English at Chabot College/Valley
Campus, in Livermore, California. She is a Teacher Con-
sultant with the Bay Area Writing Project.

The Unteachables
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Ordinary People in small groups. On Wednesday, Group
One, having spent Tuesday in the library preparing, leads a
whole class discussior; they throw M&Ms to those who
answer their questions; they throw M&Ms at those who
refuse to answer and call them assholes. Then, they grade the
class on participation. I record those grades in my book.

Far away ina comer of the room, I write my critique of Group
One’s efforts. They've done a good ;ob: class participation

_is atan all-time high and their que.uons about the book show
they haveread well. Igive tnemaB. (*You justcan’tuse that
language in here.")

On Friday, Group Two gives a vocabulary quiz, having listed
the Important Words un the board earlivr in the weck., The
quiz is a crossword puzzle. Almost everybody gets an A, |
geta C because I didn't study. Group Two gets a B because
the quiz doesn't include any writing. Anargument ensues. [
win. (*And the cnlyreason you gotaB is that yours is the first
quiz.")
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For me, the major difference is that I'm not in the spotlight.
T'have spent an enormous amount of time, behind the scenes,
constructing the schedule and displaying it for all to see;
classtime I spend with my trusty clipboard, monitoring their
efficiency during their small group discussions and evaluat-
ing their teaching. 1 write in my journial: “I feel funny, Ifeel
like a manager, a bookkeeper, a foreman. I must not forget
the book.” But I end my journal entry with “Oh, what a
pleasure not to be pushed (by self) to cover material,”

Here's the real difference: the kids are reading, they are
writing, they are talking about the book. Maybe none of this
is getting done as quickly or as intensively or as efficiently as
itwould if Iwerecenter stage. Butno. Iremember what Dave
told me way back in October: “Face it, Mrs, Juska, nobody
read ‘Fall of the House of Whatever’!” Now they're proceed-
ing, and infact, not justin my wishful imagination, *Whatcver
is happening in this classroom is really happening, it's not
pretend.

Friday, I get a petition: “Get rid of the logs. Get rid of the
clipboard.” Signed. everybody.,
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What the hell, Idoit. Week Two is chaos. They talk in their
groups about who got kicked out of whose house, about the
fight in the iocker room, about getting drunk at Santa Cruz,
about everything but t\.¢ book. By Wednesday, I amready to
throw inthe towel. Thisis ridiculous. Anything is better than
this, even pretending. Then I remind myself: your instincts
told you to trust these kids; don't quit now. On Thursday, |
once again mask myself innonchalance and, leaning casually
against my desk, ask them how they think things are going.
Things, they say, have not been going very well. They
suggest that instead of the clipboard, they write to me at the
end of each group discussion; they think it would be a good
idea to tell what they talked about and how they're getting
along with the book, and maybe I could write back. Yes, I
could. They ask meif  would once inawhile read aloud from
the book and would I lead a whole class discussion maybe a
couple of times. Yes, I would. They say, they believe they
should be held responsible for learning something and do I
think their suggestions would help? Ido.

In December, as they had planned, they finish the book, write
aboutitonce they have chosen the topics, and watch the film.
“This is the first book I ever read,” says Darrin. “I think the
movie was too hard on the mother,"” says Kathy, “What're we
going to do next?"” asks Bobby. God knows.

Ilook at my fifth period class. Ilook at them for real and all
weekend wherever I go, whatever I do, I am seeing my Bs. I
see Walkmans peeping out of athletic bags, ready for use
should my vigilance weaken. I see makeup spilling out of
purses. Isce Mike, full of allergies or something, his head
down on his desk with Jennifer behind him, twisting her feet
onto his chair, leaning forward to breathe on his neck. I see
Chuck, his boogie board balanced againsi the wall next to
him, Matt drawing half-men, half-beasts for the record cover
he wants to make. Isee Lisa, her eyes vacant, unresponsive
except when Bart makes obscene noises with his tongue. Isee
Darrin embrace (not even surreptitiously) Melissa,

Whatare we goingtodonext? Whatchance have Igot? What
chance has abook got? But wait, they read Ordinary People;
they wrote about it; they talked about it. And, by golly, they
liked it, not the book necessarily, but what had happened to
theclass. “This is my favorite class,” a tew of them said. Not
all of them, not most of them, but a few,

“We want to go on a field trip,” they tell me after Christmas
break. What hath I wrought? But we do, and they agree to do
anI-Search paper. They even agree to follow my instruction
on how to write better sentences; they let me be center stage.
“Fornow.” We end the year reading and talking about books
and writing stories and poems. By June, we're just about all
in the orcheslra.

What has not changed since the beginning of the year is their
growing sense of power. 1keep Glasser in mind whenever |

A

But I think they learned, too, that once you’ve
experienced power, second best is no longer
good envugh. And that maybe, just maybe,

having power is worth the trouble.

feel like chickening out and going back to S.0.P. They like
having some control. One afternoon I wheel out the overhead
to show them some writing. Dave blurts out, “Put that thing
away; whenever a teacher gets it out, I feel like I don't have
any control.” Iputitaway. I write on the board instead. Dave
approves. llike theirhaving control. I fecl an enormous relief
with the responsibility out there instead of down here, that is,
right on top of my shoulders. What is being learned is being
learned by them, not by me.

ButIworry. Iworry that thelearning is not enough inquantity
and inkind. Tworry that they need sometimes to be cajoled,
pushed into accepting the responsibility for what goes on in
this room. Iworry that cnce in a while they don't seem to like
each other now arny better than they did in September. And
I especially worry when they say, “Let’s go back to the old
way. Yo do it. It’s easier.”

So I'do. Itry it for a couple of weeks in May, and we are all,
every single one of us, miserable, bored, and disappointed in
ourselves. We had given up and we knew it. The other way,
the “New Way,"” we had learned a lot. The Bs learned that,
while power is at first a heady thing, it soon becomes hard
work. But I think they learned, too, that once you've
experienced power, second best is no longer good enough.
And that maybe, just maybe, having power is worth the
trouble.

And I? Iof course learned more than anyone; some thinyjs
never change. Ilearned that, with some guidance, kids v il
choose what's good for them; I learned that believing in them
will not result inmayhem. I learned that center stage belongs
to everybody, that moving scenery in the wings can be
rewarding, that selling tickets can be fun, and that sitting in
the critic’s seat is a heavy responsibility, And I learned trat
if you have the patience and the trust and deterrnination to put
it all together, you get great theater.

So what do we do next scason? Well, in September, 1 give
Powerto the Bs; and then I charm, urge, and finally insist that
they accept the responsibility that goes along with power. If
they do, we're all home free.

Jane Juskaeaches English at Ygnacio Valley High School in

Concord, California. She is a Teacher Consiliuil with the
Bay Area Writing Project.
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Teacher Research:
Toward Clarifying the Concept

raditionally there has been a disturbing distinction between the

wisdom of school-based tcachers and the wisdom of university-

basedrese ichers. Generally teachers’ wisdom has beenregarded as

practical, action-oriented and cxperiential, while rescarchers’ wis-
dom has been thought of as theoretical, analytic and empirical, The current reform
agenda in education has ccntered on ways to make teaching and teacher education
mcere systematic, rigorous, and knowledge-based. Yet efforts to construct and
codify a knowledge basc for teaching have primarily relied on university-based
research, The equation between knowledge and university rescarch is implicit in
The Handbook of Research on Teaching (1986), widcly viewed as the most
comprchensive synthesis of rescarch in the ficld, However, it contains no articles
written by school-based teachers themselves nor, as far as we can determine, are
published accounts of teachers’ work cited. Even the collaborative projects cited
usually construct teachers’ roles in the research process and thereby frame and
mediate teachers’ perspectives through researchers’ perspectives. Conscquently,
not foregroundedin this collcction of reviews that purports to define ourknowledge
of teaching are teachers themselves—the voices of teachers, the questions that
teachers ask, and the interpretive frames that teachers use to understand and
improve their own classroom practices.

Limiting the official knowledge base for teaching to what academics have chosen
to study and write about disenfranchises teachers and relegates their knowledge to
the status of practical information or common sense. This contributes to a number
of problems: disconiinuity between what is taught in universitics and what occurs

continued on hext paye
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Unfortunately teacher research, which by

definition has unique potential to address

issues that teachers identify as significant,
does not yet have an acknowledged

Place in constructing the knowledge
base for teaching.

in classrooms; teachers’ ambivalence about or disregard for
the claims of academic research which often seems counter-
intuitive or unconnected to the daily demands of their work
lives; and, because teachers are seldom recognized as poten-
tial contributors to the making of knowledge, a dearth of
codified information about the reality of classroom life frcm
the perspectives of insiders. Unfortunately teacher research,
which by definition has unique potential to address issues that
teachers identify as significant, does not yet have anacknowl-
edged place in constructing the knowledge base for teaching.

Relating Teacher Research and Research ¢n Teaching

Many teacher-researchers model their classroom and school-
based inquiries on more traditional university-based social
science research. Myers (1985) has i-zen influential in argu-
ing for the adaptation of basic and applied social science
research paradigms to teacher research. He suggests that the
norms of generalizability, tests of significance, and optimiz-
ing controls of problems apply to teacher research, but need
to be defined differently by classroom teachers. Myers calls
for teacher-researchers to be well-grounded in problem defi-
nition, research design, and quantitative data analysis, and
suggests that they begin by replicating the studies of univer-
sity-based researchers. In contrast to Myers, Mohr and
MacLean (1987) and Biszcx and Bullock (1987) argue that
tcacher research is esscntially a new genre not necessarily
bound by the constraints of traditional research paradigms;
they urge teachers to identify their own questions, document
their obscrvations, analyze and interpret data in light of their
current theories, and share their results primarily with other
leachers. Berthoff (in Goswami and Stillman, 1987) puts
little emphasis on data gathering and, instead, asserts that
teachers already have all the information they need and
should reexamine, or in her word “RE-search,” their own
experiences.

Each of these sets of recommendations for teacher research
contains an image of what the genre might look like—an

approximation of university-based research; a more grass-
roots phenomenon that has its own internal standards of logic,
consistency, and clarity; or a reflective or reflexive process
for the benefit of the individual teacher. Yet each of these
images, although quite diffcrent, also implicitly compares
teacher research to university-based research on teaching. In
this section we explore what we consider a problematic
relationship between vesearch on teaching and teacher re-
seu.ch,

Research Questions. Although it may appear self-evident
that the research questions in teacher research emanate from
the day-to-day experiences of teachers themselves, thisisnot
a trivial issue. In traditional university-based classroom re-
search, researchers’ questions reflect careful study of the
existing theoretical and empirical literature. Teachers’ ques-
tions, on the other hand, ofien emerge from discrepancies
between what is intended and what occurs: initially these are
experienced as a concern about a student’s progress, a class-
room routine which is floundering, conflict or tension among
students, or as a desire to try out some particular new
approach. This questioning process is highly reflexive,
immediate, and referenced to particular children and class-
room contexts: What happens when my “high-risk” second
graders shift from a bhasal reading program to a whole
language curriculum? How will Iknow when my students are
on the way to thinking like mathematicians and not simply
leaming new routines? How do my aigressions from lesson
plans contribute to and/or detract from my goals for the
students? How do students’ theories of teaching and learning
shape and become shaped by writing conferences?

Although these questions are not framed in the language of
educational theory, they are indeed about discrepancies be-
tween theory and practice, Although they are not always
motivated by aneed to generalize beyona the immediate case,
they may in fact be relevant to a wide variety of contexts. The
questions of teacher-researchers are, at once, more general
than questions that concentrate on the effectiveness of spe-
cific techniques, materials, or instructiona! methods and
more specific thar interpretive questions which explore the
meanings of customary school and classroom events. Tearh-
ers’ questions are not simply elaborated versions of “What
can I do Monday moming?” or “What will work in my
classroom?” Embedded within the particular questions of
teacher-researchers are many other implicit question.: about
the relationships of concrete, particular cases to more general
and abstract theories of learning and teaching. For example,
whena teacher asks, “What will happen if I use journals with
my first graders at the beginning of the school year before
they have begun to read?” she is also asking, more generally:
How does children’s reading development relate to their
writing development? Does some explicit instruction in
letter-sound relationships have to precede children’s expres-
sive uses of those relationships? Dochildren have knowledge
of these relationships before they begin formal reading in-
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struction? If they do, where does this knowledge come from? What
is the relationship between “errors” and growth in writing? One
feature of the questions that prompt teacher research is that they
emanate solely from neither theory nor practice, but from critical
reflection on the intersection of the two.

Generalizability. The criterion of generalizability has often been
used to discount the value of research prompted by the questions
of individual teachers and conducted in single classrooms, How-
ever, as Zumwalt (1982) effectively argues, there is a growing
rea'ization in the research community that the positivistic para-
digm which attempts to formulate general laws i5 not the appropri-
ate one forunderstanding educational phenomena, Zumwalt points
out that genieralizations about teaching and learning are by defini-
tion context-free. Zumwalt is arguing that rather than laws about
what works generically in classrooms, we need insights into how
things work within the contexts of particular classrooms,

A similar point is made by interpretive researchers who argue that
understanding one classroom helps us better to understand the
complexities of all classrooms. Teachers are uniquely situated to
conductsuch inquiries: they have opportunities to observe learners
over long periods of time and in a variety of academic and social
situations; they often bring many years of knowledge about the
culture of the community, school, and classroom; and they expe-
rience the ongoing events of classroom life in relation to their
particular roles as teachers. This set of lenses sets the perspectives
of teachers apart from those of others who look in classrooms.
Knoblauch and Brannon (1988) make arelated point iritheirrecent
article on the phenomenological basis of teacher research. “The
story-telling of the teacher-inquirer in a classroom devoted to
language practices has its peculiar features and makes a distinctive
contribution to our knowledge of school experience . . . The telling
aims not at selectivity or simplification but at richness of texture
and intentional complexity” (p. 24).

Theoretical Frameworks, There is also considerable disagree-
ment about the ways in which teacher research may be theoreti-
cally grounded. In a discussion of practical theories of teaching,
Sanders and McCutcheon (1986) argue that teaching requires
intentional and skillful action within real-world situations. The
success of these actions depends on the ability to perceive relevant
features of complex, problematic, and changeable situations and to
make appropriate choices. The knowledge necessary to perform
these professional tasks has been called “theories of action”
(Argyris, 1982). Rather than make a distinction between profes-
sional knowledge and educational theory, as is usually done,
Sanders and McCutcheon make the case that professional knowl-
edge is essentially theoretical knowledge. This position contrasts
with North's (1987) recent analysis of practitioners’ knowledge in
composition. Northcallsprofessional knowledge “lore,” and defines
it as “the accumulated body of traditions, practices, and beliefs in
terms of which practitioners understand how writing is done,
leamed and taught” (p. 22). Although North seems critical of the

‘ontinued on page 22

Editor's Note

A major challenge of our research is to find
creative, thorough and exact ways to discover
what we don’t yet know about language learning
and development and the social and cognitive
processes that underlie them. A major challenge
of our teaching is to find, within the context of the
classroom, creative, thorough, and exact ways to
make similar discoveries about our stude . ; and
about how they learn to read and write. Ina
sense, teachers hone, daily, ihe science of investi-
gation that we call research. Casting new light on
this crucial process, teacher research makes
visible the critical system that constitutes what we
have come to name “practical knowledge" and
opens it up to professional scrutiny. This issue of
The Quarterly is devoted to this important subject,
addressing it from a variety of angles.

Susan Lytle and Marilyn Cochran-Smith offer
ways to conceptualize teacher research, support-
ing its validity as a way of knowing and showing
how teachers across the country are applying its
principles both inside and outside the classroom.
Marian Mohr introduces three teacher research-
ers whom she works with in Fairfax County,
Virginia, who tell stories of how teacher research
has supported their development in the classroom
and their development as resources 10 other
teachers. Jane Juska reports on her own teacher
research, a project to discover the effects of
computers on the writing of at-risk high school
students. And, finally, an annotated bibliography
points the way toward useful readingy on the
subject of teacher research. Veering from our
teacher research theme, in this issue, too, we
present a review by Donald McQuade of Mike
Rose's Lives on the Boundary, new from Macmil-
lan's Free Press.

This issue of The Quarterly is an introduction of
sorts to future issues that will focus on teacher
research. We look forward, for example, to three
interrelated articles to appear later this year that
address the relationship of teacher research to
university research. We invite your contributions
and your response on this subject.

--M.S.
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Marian Mohr with Judy Grumbacher, Carin Hauser,
Gretchen Mathews, and Karen Willoughby

Teacher-Researchers:

Their Voices, Their Continued Stories

It fills my bookcases, stored and labeled in three-ring binders or arranged in
various file folders under various labels, and now it begins tofill up disks. I. grows.
A note from a teacher-researcher friend tells of something he or she is doing and
instead of being able to view it as a friendly message, I will, with permission,
record it, file it, It is part of someone’s continued story.

This “it,” a friendly alien, is the collected data from teacher-researchers I have
known. My data live with e, an intimate mass of information in which variables
scem to generate boisterously while nuances are elusive. Yet ! continue to
collect—correspondence, newly published articles, notes on telephone conversa-
tions, notes from meetings where I am invited as an observer at long-established
teacher-researcher projects, my log recordings and comments on conversations
with colleagues whom I see daily or weekly, gleanings read or told to me from
other teacher-researchers’ logs now intoe their second or third study, and of course
my own tattered papers—-my life and my logs.

Inthese papers Inotice achange. The teacher-researcher termisnow jargon, whole
confercnces are devoted to the topic, RFP's arrive from the federal government as
well as NCTE, university researchers and professional teachers of teachers
approach the subject paternally and maternally and people teah teacher-research-
ers how to do their work who have never been teacher-researchers themselves.
Teacher-researchers criticize each other and warn aboutthe dangers of having less
than rigorous work done in the name of research. We have arrived as a phenome-
non; attention is being paid.

I'worry that, while being much talked about, teacher-researchers will themselves
disappear. We will become stages in someone else’s development scale, We will
be segregated to special categories reserved for tcacher-researchers. We will
become token professionals in the larger world of rescarch. We will be molded to
fit established ambitions, Ph.D. program research, for example.

The problem is larger even than that of analyzing Godzilla.
How is it possible to present the data,
how to have the voices heard without distortion?

The courage it demands to insist that
your own observations of your work are
no more hampered by preconceived no-
tions and assumptions than those of an
outsider-observer is hard to sustain, The
classroomisacritical environment where
confidence is regularly shaken. Morc
importantly, the lack of support in the
form of released time and reward for
research, writing, and publishing, means
that a teacher-researcher must tend to
his or her own needs for response and
recognition. Of course teachers have
traditionally done this, but not with the
added burden of self-scrutinization that
teacher-researchers regularly carry.

The problem is larger even than that of
analyzing Godzilla, How isit possible to
present the data, how to have the voices
heard without distortion? Perhaps this
question represents the researcher’s ul-
timate evasion, the chase through the
city streets as the alien, friendly, not
understanding its own strength, reaches
out for a stidthering embrace—my
analogy collapses. The data form not
intoa theory, but into a series of individ-
ual stories; not into patterns, but into

people.

What follow arc the voices of ex;eri-
enced teacher-researchers. They are
speaking to alarge audience of teachers
of all grade levels attending a confer-
ence on language and leaming. My
remarks were prepared for this same
forum. Together we were trying to un-
cover, analyze, and explain what hap-
pensto teacher-researchers asthey work.



Carin Hauser, Forest Edge Elemen-
tary School, Fairfax County, VA:

My first teacher-researcher project
started with questions ¥ had about my
third graders and how, when, and why
they revised their writing. I was
curious also about the role I played as
I conferred with them, and why some
of these youngsters revised, while
some of them did not, or at least
appeared not to revise. . . .

An exciting advantage I have over
outside researchers is that my
perceptions, observations, and
intrition are all firmly grounded in the
context of my classroom. That is also
a difficulty of teacher research. It's
hard to look dispassionately at
something that you're in the middle
of. So 1 find that 1.. ; resecici journal,
like an anthropologist’s field notes,
becomes very important in helping
me figure out what is really going on.

In one research study, I looked at
what happens when my students write
about their reading. That study started
out of conflict—my students wouldn't
write in their reading logs—they
didn’t at first seem to think the
assignment was important. But I
found that my students were very
willing collaborators as we figured
out together how to use the logs in our
literature studies. They explained and
reexplained what they thought of the
reading logs .7hen Iinterviewed them.
They wanted to be sure I got things
down right as I wrote their responses
to my qrestions in my research
journal,

Collaboration extends beyond the
walls of my classroom to working
with other teacher-researchers. It’s
wonderful not to be isolated and to be
in touch with other teachers who are
committed to looking in depth at what
is really going on in their classrooms.
That helps me stay connected to my
profession and actually strengthens
my commitment to teaching. My
research groups have helped ine look
atthe data I gather and make sense of

it. I guess you could say they keep me
honest.

This year I feel very lucky. We at
Forest Edge Elementary School have
a group of teacher-researchers all at
one school. That has been a dream of
mine for quite some time, Several of
us are looking at questions involving
assessment in réading and writing.
Like my other projects, this one starts
with a problem—how can I involve
my students in assessment, so that
they can internalize the process?
Perhaps my research question will be
something like “What happens when
students assess their own progress in

Resenrchis a little bit like
writing—sometimes you're
not sure where you're going
when you start.

reading and writing? What words do
they use to describe their work?” I'm
not sure yet what form this study will
take.

Research is a little bit like writing—
sometimes you're not sure where
you're going when you start. How-
ever, I've come to trust that thr
writing shows the writer the way. So
does the research. I will probably start
my study by asking some simple
questions of my students. What do
readers do? What do writers do? What
do you notice about your reading and
your writing? I am still learning how
not to ask questions that have hidden
assumptions in them, That’s where
it’s wonderful to! ive someone else
to hear me out as -his tangled-up
process evolves.

Our classrooms are such rich sources
of interaction among many readers
and writers and all kinds of leamers. I
like getting to the bottom of things,
kind of like being a detective. I like
looking at my students as sources of
information about leamning,
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Gretchen Mathews, Frost Intermedi-
ate School, Fairfax County: -

There’s an old wives’ tale that warns
us to be carcful what we wish for
because we might get it. When I first
began researching my eighth grade
students’ reading and writing proc-
esses, I “wished” that I could figure
out why the use of reader response
logs seemed to work so well in my
classroom. I found out that they did
indeed work well, but I made a few
other discoveries in the process. In a
sensc I got what I w _,hed for.

Students responded to what they had
read with an honesty I had not antici-
pated. I had carefully chosen short
stories Of literary merit that I thought
would appeal to them, stories with
adolescent heroes who were “coming
of age.” They called them “relation-
ships” stories and expertly explained
in their reader responses why these
stories did not appeal to them, using
all the literary terms and elementary
critical approaches we had talked
about. The responses emphasized a
tronbling paradox. My students liked
to read, but they didn’t like to read
literature, or at least what I considered
literature. My student Heather pretty
much summed up the class’s ideal
novel: “about a boy who meets a girl
in the future and they solve mysteries
together using a lot of science and
then get married.” Another spokc for
the rest of the students about English
stories when she wrote, “I got to
thinking there had to be more to this
story than I thought. After all we were
reading this story in English, weren't
we?"” There was a definite difference
between reading and “reading in
English.”

Reviewiug my research log and data,
I decided that what my rcader
response log process needed was
student choices about what they read,
But I knew that they were apprehen-
sive (some terrified) about sharing
those choices with their peers, and

continued on next page
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that the choices they made would not
include classical or significant
modern literature.

Luck found me, believe it or not, in
the vsay of Stephen King. I thought of
him as a consumer author, one that I
wanted students to get away from.
But I couldn't dismiss the fact that his
writing spoke to 50 many students in a
way that the stories I had chosen did
not. While writing our first paper, an
experience-based monologue, my
students kept telling me about the
movie Stand by Me, based on The
Body, a novella by Stephen King,
because of its similarity to the paper
we were writing, I gave a bonus
assignment to write a response to the
movie or the book.

]

Reviewing my research log
and data, I decided that
what my reader response log
process needed was student
choices about what they read,

Many of the responses referred back
to the “relationships” stories. One
student wrote: “Stand By Me is like
Marigolds in the way that the main
characters were both torn between
acting immature like ¢veryone else or
acting in a mature, cool way . . . both
pretty much hit on the same theme,
growing up.” Another student wrote
that it was “the kind of movie that got
you thinking about things you really
don’t think of often, like life and
death and the meaning of it all. This
story was one which makes me want
to writc a book and make a movic on
my experiences as a child to share
with the world.”

I immediately saw the movie, and a
kid in my class brought me a copy of
the book. They were right. I saw what
they saw—the ageless representation
of the problems of growing up in its
glory and its pain. I was those kids.
My kids were those kids. Stephen
King had taught me something, and I
shared this discovery with the kids.
We had connected.

Through my research, I am becoming
more and more convinced that the se-
cret of teaching students to enjoy
reading and to appreciate literature
lies in the teacher's ability to become
a reader and response writer among
her students, a pupil who respects
their choices and offers an encourag-
ing ear to their ideas.

Judy Grumbacher, Falls Church
High School, Fairfax County:

One of the things physics students
have difficulty with is solving '
problems. While it is possible to do a
lot of physics without doing mathe-
matical calculations, at some point it
becomes necessary to solve problems,
which is, after all, what physicists do.
I began teacher research by looking at
what successful problem-solvers do
differently—besides getting correct
answers—than less successful
problem solvers. Initially I hoped that
I'd find some magic bullet. I'd find
out what the good ones did and teach
the poorer students to do the same
thing.

I'had some difficulty beginning class-
room research because I thought of
research in a narrow, experimentally-
based way. Asking questions like,
“What happens when studznts write
to learn physics?” seemed to me, at
first, to lack the rigor of science. My
data didn’t fit into neat charts the way
physical data do. Rather, they
consisted mostly of my teaching log
and my students’ logs and papers.
Somewhere, somehow during the first
year of classroom research I discov-
ered the wisdom of Yogi Berra's
remark, “you can see a lot just by
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looking.” When I started looking, I
saw that successful problem-solvers
used their logs to think aloud on
paper, to explore approaches to a
problem, to wrestle with the ideas of
physics contained within the numbers.
Less successful students’ logs were
mostly numbers, with little explana-
tion of where the numbers came from
and why they were manipulated the
way they were.

As a result of my initial encounter
with teacher research, I have changed
the way I look at my teaching and
educational research. I've always read
research and tried to teach according
to research findings. The difference
now is that instead of looking only at
educational research done by expert
outsiders that may or may not be what
my students need, I also look
within——to ask what's working in my
classes and what isn't, My focus and
method of inquiry have shifted. I ask
myself why it's important to me and
to my students to learn certain things.
When I can’t answer that question,
then I know that I have to revise what
I'm teaching.

Looking over this year’s teaching log, [
found questions like:

Is this the year I'll truly have the
courage of my convictions?

Isitunreasonable toexpect kids to
do this?

Why is it important that kids do
this assignment?

Why do I give a damn about unit
conversions? (a question my stu-
dents also had)

Teacher research has forced e to
change the way I look at classroom
disruptions:

There' sagoodbit of talking going
on. What todo? Let it go or stop it
now? I think I' ll keep writing and
discuss it tomorrow. I think they
may actually be talking about



physicsbecausel justheard some-
one use the phrase “initial veloc-

ily."

Teacher research has also changed the
way I do things in my classroom:

* Time toslow down—IfeellikeI'm
racing—trying to do too much,
cram too much in. So slow down
and relax and give the kids a
chance to do the same.

I don’t always find answers to the
questions I have about what's
happening in my classes. But what
has iiappened is that I'm learning to
look for answers within my class-
rooin, to trust the expertise of my
students and colleagues and to use
that knowledge to explore ways of
teaching and learning physics.

Karen Willoughby, Resource Teach-
er in Science and Writing, Fairfax
County Schools:

Several years ago I was in the middle
of explaining a writing assignment to
my fourth graders. There was no
prewriting or any actual teaching of
writing, just the assignment written on
the board: “How I Spent My Week-
end.” My students were expected to
use dictionaries to 100k up unfamiliar
words as they wrote their stories. I
never mentioned the word “draft.”
The first-attempt wzs the final one
and was tumed in t me for a grade.

My students’ reactions were no differ-
ent from those of other students in
other years: they balked, with loud
moans wid groans, about writing,
“Why?" they asked, “Why do we
have to write about that? How long
does it have 1o be?” I didn’t have a
convincing answer to make the
writing task more palatable. But when
I allowed them to “have their own
way,” they wrote beyond their expe-
rience; the writing was dull and had
no substance.

In those early years I don't remember
much of why I assigned what I did.

With enthusiasm, though, I targeted
writing because it had been difficult
for me in school. I spent many hours
reading and wondering why Brian
wrote one run-on sentence after
another following an unbelievable
plot line, or why Sharon couldn't
stretch beyond three-word sentences.

Frustrated and tired of floundering on
my own, I enrolled in a class to learn
how to teach the process of writing to
my students. That course led to an in-
tensive summer writing institute
followed by a teacher-researcher
seminar, With each experience I grew
to understand more about myself as a
learner and a teacher.

An outgrowth of this whole process
was my reflection about my overlap-
ping career paths—nursing and
teaching. There are many parallels.
Being an effective listener, an astute
observer, and a thorough data
collector are the first steps in caring
for a patient and teaching a student.
The picture is not complete without
the involvement of patients in the care
plan or students in the lesson plan.
Both depend upon interviewing
techniques, careful docurnentation of
information, and subsequent interpre-
tations. The “Aha” for me was
realizing that my training as a nurse
could be useful in my teaching.

Another outgrowth of being a teacher-
rescarcher was what the students
taught me. I learned how to be
student-directed instead of teacher-
centered. I wanted to develop
students’ critical thinking skills while
having them write across the curricu-
lum. I implemented this by asking
students to tespond, in journals, to my
questions. I discovered that just
asking questions alone wasn't the so-
lution. Rather, what I did in reaction
to their answers, in the form of lesson
planning, was key.

I also learned more about how I could
do better instructionally than ever be-
fore. This came only after months of
having students write definitions
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The "Aha" for me was
realizing that my training
as a nurse could be useful

in my teaching.

without benefit of dictionaries and
write opinions without checking to
see what others thought first. Initially
they were paralyzed with the fear of
not being right, so it was difficult for
them to be honest in their writing. Thc
experience taught me how personal-
ized teaching could be without being
overwhelming. When my reaction to
their writing was non-judgmental,
they learned to write more about what
they thought and learned and less
about what they thought I wanted.
When students asked for my help with
an instructional or classroom prob-
lem, I rcalized the power of listening
for their voices. I had gradually
removed many of the reasons students
were inhibited when asked to “talk on

pamr‘"

Just as I listened to patients and
learncd to listen as carefully to my
students, I now have transferred that
skill to the teachers I work with in my
present job as a resource teacher.
When I go into a class, ] have a
general idea of what I plan to do, but
it's the unique interaction between the
students and myself that ultimately
causes me to revise. So I model this
flexibility for other teachers. I further
model the process by interviewing,
listening to what the teachers say,
observing, and assessing how they
processes information. I show them
the importance of being a question-
asker when things are not working as
well in their classrooms as tiicy would
like. I demonstrate the methods I
used to collect data and interpret it,
helping teachers 1o trust their observa-
ticas and to use them for planning and
assessment.

continuea on page 19
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LIVES ON THE BOUNDARY: THE
STRUGGLES AND ACHIEVEMENTS OF
AMERICA’S UNDERPREPARED

by Mike Rose

New York: The Free Press, 1989

‘“Decayed Images of the Possible”

Inalate 1982 essay printed in The New York Times
series entitled *“The Making of a Writer,” Francine
du Plessix Gray, the recently-celebrated journalist
and novelist, recalls a recurring—and particularly
harrowing—nightmare from her youth:

Facing afrierd, Il struggle for words and emit no
sound, I have an urgent message to share but am
struck dumb. My jaw is clamped shut as in a metal
vise. I gasp for breath and cannot set my tongue
free. And at the dream'’s end, my friend has fled
and I am locked into the solitude of silence.

Du Plessix Gray attributes the recurrence of this
nightmare, at least in part, to her father’s impa-
tience with her youthful writing, to his swift and
sardonic tongue, and to his constantly interrupting
her when she tried to speak. The passage contin-
ues:

So it may have begun, the central torment of my
life, my simultaneous nced to commit fantasies to
paper and the terror that accompanies that need,
the leaden slowness of the word's arrival, my
struggle with the clamped metal jaws of mouth and
mind.

Later, as a student at a writing workshop at Black
Mountain College, du Plessix Gray submitted
revisions of several prize-winning stories from her
undergraduate years at Barnard. After having read
them, her mentor, no less a towering and imposing

figure thanthe six-foot-cightpoet Charles Olsen,
told her: “You’re writing pure junk. .. .If you
want to be a writer keep it to a journal. . . . And
above all don't try to publish anything for ten
years.”

Francine -1u Plessi;” Gray’s first piece of fiction
was published in Thc New Yorker one year past
the distant deadline Charles Olsen had set for
her. Instruggling to come to terms with why she
had persisted in writing, despite what she called
“the continuing anguish of the act,” and the
dissatisfaction she—and obviously others—felt
toward the resnlts, du Plessix Gray explained:

I write out of a desire for revenge against
reality, to destroy forever the stuttering power-
less child I once was, to gain the love and
attention that silenced child never had, to allay
the dissatisfaction I still have with myself, to be
something other than what I am. . . . I remain
sustained by a definition of faith once offered me
by Ivan lllich: "Faith is a readiness for the
surprise.” I write because I have faith in the
possibility that I can eventually surprise myself.
Iamstill occasionally plagued by that recurring
nightmare of my jaw being clamped shut, my
mouth frozen in silence. But I wake up from it
with less dread, with the hope that some duy my
tongue will loosen and emit a surprising new
sound which evenl, at first, shall not be able to
understand.

These statements by Francine du Plessix Gray
evoke far more than the appreciable pleasure of
asuccessful modern-day rendition of the Orphic
myth. What I find remarkable in them is that du
Plessix Gray speaks to us from both sides of
what she calls “the solitvde of silence.”

Du Plessix Gray is quite clearly someone who
has come to terms with her skills and intentions,
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if not entirely with her ambitions, as a writer. So
t00, most of us who write know all too well
something of the anguish bristling in that image of
a jaw’s being “clamped shut.” Facing such pre-
dicaments, we, like du Plessix Gray, can be en-
couraged by Ivan Illich’s definition of “faith”; “a
readiness for the surprise.” Part of the enduring
pleasure of writing for each of us is precisely that
element of surprise, that life-long pleasure in dis-
covering new dimensions of our own resourceful-
ness with language, of evoking new ways to know
ourselves and the world that is larger than the self.
We write not only to discover meaning; we write
to create meaning. We write not only to discover
the self; we write to create the self.

Mike Rose has written a compelling book on the
struggles and the achievements of America’s
underprepared to use language to discover and
create the self. His view of people with jaws
“clamped shut” includes none of the privileged so-
cio-cultural circumstances of du Plessix Gray’s
education. What is so remarkable about Rose’s
Lives on the Boundary is that in it he speaks from
both sides of what Francine du Plessix Gray calls
“the solitude of silence.” A masterful blend of
autobiography, vignette, case study, reflection,
and analysis, Lives on the Boundary is also the
most searing commentary we have had in years on
the institutional neglect and mismanagement to
which working-class Americans are subjected in
the name of education:

We have provided elementary education for virtu-
ally all Americans for some time now, and we fret
more than many societies do about meeting the
diverse needs of these young people. We test them
and assess them—even kindergartners are given
an array of readiness mensures—in order to de-
termine what they know and don’t know, can and
can't do. The supreme irory, though, is that the
very means we use to determine those needs—and
the various remedial procedures that derive from
them—canwreak profound harm on our children,
usually, bt by no means only, those who are

already behind the economic and political eight
ball.

The problems Rose identifies with American
education are principally institutional; his por-
traits of young ethnics and older students trying to
reclaim their intelligences through literacy reveal
that deficiencies in American education are en-
demic to the system, not the students. And he
viewsthat world in tough-minded terms. “Ttwould
be an act of hollow and evil optimism,” Rose
explains, “‘to downplay the problems of American
schools—the way they’re structured and financed,
the unevenness of their curricula, the low status of
their teachers, their dreary record with the poor
and disenfranchised....” He documents the nature
and extent of those problems inan engaging series
of personal portraits, including scenes from his
own life on the streets.

Rose, aprominent contributor tothe distinguished
writing programatU.C.L.A., was bornin Altoona,
Pennsylvania, to parents who met at a “steamy
diner with twangy-voiced waitresses and grave-
yard stew.” When the Pennsylvania railroad aban-
doned the town, his family moved to Southern
California and promptly fell into whathe calls “the
abyss of Paradise.” As a ysungstcr Rose was
labelled a “slow learner" and piuced in the “voca-
tional track” because his standardized test scores
“got confused with another student named Rose.”
He went to school, he explains, and “sat in class
and memorized more than understood and whistled
past the academic graveyard™:

If you're a working-class kid in the vocational
track...you' re defined by your school as "slow” ;
you're placed in a curriculum that isn't designed
to liberate you but to occupy you, or, if you're
lucky, trainyou, though the training is for work the
society does not esteem....

Like innumerable students in similar circum-
stances, Rose’s sensibility comes alive as soon as

continued on next page
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he leaves the confines of the classroom and re-
leases himselfinto the flow of life on the streets. In
a Whitmanesque series of catalogues, Rose bathes
himself in the opulent energy and rhythms of the
street people and scenes in east L.A. His richly-
textured biend of observation, inference, and cul-
tural nuance recreates one memorable scene, one
memorable portrait, after another—from “trans-
vestites with rouge the color of bacon" to “isola-
tionist fantasies of the demi-monde” that would
“yield another kind of death, a surrender to the
culture’s lost core.” Each of Rose's sentences is
moored in what William James calls “the grub
fact” of experience. In thisrespect, the book draws
much of its power from an exquisitely simple
pattern of observation and inference. And what
makes the pattern—and the rhythm of the sen-
tences that highlight the pattern—someniorable is
Rose’s skill at observing so carefully. He has an
ethnographer’s eye and a poet's sensitivity to
nuances of detail. His observations are precise and
ripe with implicitness, as, for example, in the
following succinct characterization of the cultural
complexities of life in southern California: “Palm
trees swaying on cotton shirts, Pakistanis on skate-
boards...." The only item missing from Rose’s
masterful catalogue of life in and around an urban
elementary parochial school is the chance book.

Rescued in his sophomore year of high school by
Brother Clint, his biology teacher, who Huzzled
over “this VocEd. kid who wasracking up98sand
99s on his tests,” Rose gradually found himself
under the tutelage of Jack MacFarland, his English
teacher, and absorbed in the worlds of writing and
reading: “It was heady stuff. I felt like a Pop
Warner athlete on steroids.” Through MacFar-
land’s intercession, Rose was admitted to Loyola
University in Los Angeles, where he nervously
entered the conversations of academic life. The
generous attention of several teachers there helped
him eam a graduate fellowship to the English
Department at U.C.L.A., where he wrote poetry
thatsounded like “Tammy Wynette singing haiku”
and studied literature with professors who, he
quickly came torealize, “pursued the little-known

fact, the lost letter, the lucky fissure in language
that invites one more special reading.” He re-
signed his fellowship and turned to experimental
psychology: “I learned to be cautious and me-
thodical. And Ibegan to appreciate theremarkable
complexity of human action and the difficulty of
attributing causality toany one condition orevent.”

Through his service in the Teacher Corps in East
L. A, his experience as a counselor of Vietnam
veterans, and his experience as a tutor of E.Q.P.
(Equal Opportunity) students at U.C.L.A., as well
a5 in his volunteer work at a su cide prevention
center, Rose leams to live “with decayed images
of the possible” and to subvert a system that
focuses on what students don’thave rather than on
the verbal and cultural resources they bring with
them to schools and colleges. “Let them see what,
collectively, they do know,” he urges, “and stu-
dents will, together, begin to generate meaning
and make connections.”

In the process of redefining goals for and shifting
attitudes in American education, Rose turns up-
sidedown our expectations of the meaning of such
simple phrases as “the wealth of have-nots” and
celebrates the resiliency as well as the determina-
tionof those who “live on the margins” to establish
increasing authority over their verbal lives.Rose's
subjec. might well evoke comparisons between
his book and Mina Shaughnessy's seminal study of
basic writers, Errors and Expectations. While
Shaughnessy and Rose share professional goals
and in many cases accomplishmeunts, their
perspectives are fundamentally different. Mike
Rose writes as an "insider"; each of the problems
he describes he experienced first-hand. “I was
living through,"” he explains, “the very conflicts I
was cutting and pasting into my notebooks—the
conflict between two visions: one of individual
possibility and one of environmental limits and
determiners.”

Harrowing scenes from his own schooling come
back to haunthimat U.C.L.A.—in the preser.ce of
the complicated lives of people fundamentally
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miscast as illiterate. Rose's portraits of his stu-
dents form an American gallery of the education-
ally underprivileged. And what is so memorable
about Mike Rose's Lives on the Boundary is his
remarkable ability to recreate the quiet expres-
siveness of the students with whom he works by
modestly stepping back and letting us hear these
students speak for themselves. The effect is that
Rose enables us to hear how jaws previously
“clamped shut” can relax into their eloquence.

The most mermorable accounts in Lives on the
Boundary are the powerful, heart-wrenching vi-
gnettes Rose develops of the working-class stu-
dents whom he has helped over the years. These
are people who seem reluctant—or unwilling—to
claim any authority for their perceptions, for their
ideas, or, more importantly, for themselves. Most,
if not all of the members of their families are on the
receiving end of experience rather than at its
origin. It can even be said of some family members
that they have not determined the history of their
ownlives. These students don’t normally generate
experiences; they join in. Given the state of the
cconomy, they don’t see either their parents or
themselves as people who are literally or figura-
tively “going places.” They can muster painfully
little evidence of their parents’—or their own—
partic ipation in any formidable way in the world
around them. And, in many cases, the family's
material well-being depends on the parents’ keep-
ing one step ahead of what the piant manager calls
“technological efficiency” or “cost accounting.”
There is, in effect, an almost pervasive sense
among these students and their families of being
expendable. These are people w.io0 feel that their
work (be it manual or intellectual) does not ex-
press enough that is unique in themselves to win
the respect of others as individuals.

These are people for whom the word “authority”
exists solely in its plural form-~the “authorities.”
It's a concept that most of Rose’s students don't
perceive as an activity in their lives, as an experi-
ence fundamentally accessible to them, as some-
thing negotiable. More specifically, the students

Rosedescribesmost oftenregard “authority” asan
entity, not as an interpretive process. They appar-
ently imagine it, they hear the term, principally as
a voice telling what not to do and what to do rather
thanas a self-generated state of mind, as the ability
to articulate and control the states of conscious-
ness they value. Yet what makes Lives on the
Boundary so inspiring a book to read is Rose's
conviction that the prospects are brighter than
previously imagined that these students, with the
assistance of faculty dedicated both to humanistic
principles and to the best interests of their stu-
dents, will gain increasing authority and exercise
increasing mastery over their verbal lives.

Thave onereservation about Mike Rose's Lives on
the Boundary, what he calls “the stuff of literacy"
I would call “literature.” When Rose talks about
his students’ apparent interest in “conveying
something meaningful, communicating informa-
tion, creating narratives, shaping what we see and
feel and believe into written language, listening to
and reading stories, playing with the sounds of
words,” he creates the prospect of the enduring
pleasures of his students’ creating literature; what
Lives on the Boundary underscores is that litera-
ture can surface far beyond the restrictive bounda-
ries of canonical texts, that Liierature is a funda-
mental, andenabling, dimensior.of all of our lives,
no matter how seemingly margiaal the positions of
the people who produce these new texts.

As teachers and writers, we can find in Rose's
Lives on the Boundary powerful reminders of our
Students’—and by extension our citizenry's—
struggles (not, finally, unlike each of our own) to
loosen jaws “clamped shut.”” However hesitat-
ingly our students may speak at first, they can
relax into their own eloquence. And I suspect that
it ic our collective belief in the principles of a fully
literate democracy and our faith in our students’
abililies to surprise us—just as we take special
pleasure in surprising ourselves as thinkers ana
writers—that impel us to teach as best we can year

continued on next page
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after vear, We are, afterall, engaged in the collabo-
rative enterprise of educating people to educate
thernselves and others.

As Mike Rose has done for his students, we need
to help students 1o recognize as soon as possible
and cultivate as best they can their own authority
for their work. Many students are niot ready to
sustain themselves in what du Plessix Gray calls
. “the solitude of silence.” Most students cannot
literally or figuratively wait du Plessix Gray's
eleven years before speaking publicly, before
registering their voices in the consciousness of the
communities and cultures in which they are ex-
pected to participate. And given the socio-eco-
nomic, political, and cultural deprivation that
haunts so many dimensions of contemporary
American life, the risks seem more urgent—the
stakes higher—than even the losses implicit in

“the solitude of silence ” Mike Rose eloquently
demonstrates in Lives on the Boundary thz. as
writers and teachers, our purposes should rzsultin
more than a “faith” in “the readiness fox the sur-
prise.” Without encouraging—and actively
assistiug——all of our students to do more writing
and reading as well as to understand the nature of
their own authority in relation to these acts, we
may find ourselves, along with our students, in far
more harrowing circumstances—struggling to
express our individual and coilective identities in
what Paolo Friere has called “the culture of si-
lence.” Mike Rose's Lives on the Boundary offers
eloquent evidence that each of us can succeed.

Donald McQuade is a professor of English and
Chancellor's Fellow at the University of Califor-
nia, Rerkeley.
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HAAS AND FLOWER WIN
1989 BRADDOCK AWARD

Christina Haas, post-doctoral fellow at Carnegie Mellon
University, and Linda Flower, co-director of the Center for
the Study of Writing and professor of rhetoric at Camegie
Mellon, are the winners of the 1989 Braddock Award for the
best article on the teaching of writing to appear in College
Composition and Communication last year, The article,
“Rhetorical Reading Strategies and the Construction of
Meaning,"” was published in the May 1988 issue of CCC. The
Braddock Award honors the late Richard Braddock, Univer-
sity of Towa and 1967 chair of the Conference on College
Compositioil and Communication.

TWO TEACHER RESEARCH
GROUPS TO SHARE IDEAS

In April, teacher-researcher groups headed by Bob Tierne.y at
U.C. Berkeley and by Jim Hahn at U.C. Davis will meet on
the Berkeley campus for a one-day seminar. This seninar
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will bring the two groups together for the first time to talk
about their current studies. Teacher-researchers will be
sharing their work in progress, their findings to date, and
que<tions or problems with the activity of conducting re-
search whiie teaching.

ANDREW MELLON GRANT

The Center for the Study of Writing at Camegie Mellon
University hasreceived a$1.5 million grantfrom the Andrew
W. Mcllon Foundation for support of a Literacy in Science
Center. Researchers from the Psychology Depar:ment and
the Center for the Study of Writing will investigate how
people learn to reason quantitatively, integrate text and
graphics, and read and write scientific materials. For ex-
ample, one researcher will study how to improve the clarity
of scientific textbooks; another will examine how gifted
children differ from non-gifted children in their under: tand-
ing of scientific problems. The Literacy in Science Center
will include eight research pro,ects thit focus on children in
kindergarten through eighth grade, involving the collabora-
tion of Carnegie Mellon researchers and Pittsburgh public
school teache:s, ’
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Jane Juska

The Wall

“Do we have to write in here?”
“T hate to write.”
“I’ll read, but I won't write,”

That's what I kniew after teaching at-risk ninth-grade students
for fifteen of my twenty-three years in the classroom. Lately,
my District has come to call this class Developmental Eng-
lish, a change frem what we used to call it, English 1C (two
steps down from English 1A). What do you call a classroom
full of kids who read three to five years below grade level
(when theyread at all), and if given the choice to write, don't.
YetIdonot think of my kids as developmental students. I1do
not think of them as readers and writers in utero, soon to be
newborn scholars. 1think of them as remedial, a term out of
fashion, having been replaced by “marginal,” “borderline,”
wordslike that. Mykids are all of these, I suppose. Buttume,
a teacher of reading and writing, those words apply to the
parts of their lives outside my jurisdiction . If we want to get
picky, my kids are remediable, “capable of being remedied,”
according to the dictionary, Nonetheless, “remedial” is what
I call them, from babit, yes; because “remediable” is hard to
say, yes; but mainly because the word “remedy” is what I'm
after. And my kids, as ‘writers, are in need of remedy for an
illness thathas plagued them over the last ten of their fourteen
years, an illness which has, during most of those years,
caused them pain, suffering, and humiliation. Itis an illness
which grows worse with each passing year, My kids can't
read and writelike other kids, and because they ¢an't, they are
miserable; they are angry, sometimes violent. Most of them
will not finish high school,

Writing cannot remain hidden for long. Once kids write, all
mystery disappears. All games are over. All pretensc is
futile. And whatappearsonmystuaznts’ papers day after day
is ugly; and that ugliness is truly what separates their wi:t-
ing-—and them-~from the Regular kids. So my students try

to hide their writing for as long as possible, They will tackle
some pretty hard books just so they can carry them around,
show them off, Not so their writing. Their writing stays
stuffed in notebooks, if they continue to keep notebooks after
the first few weeks, in their writing folders in the classroom,
at least until their folders get “stolen,” Often they disguise
their writing. Sometimes it becomes origami, beautiful birds
that sail across the room. Or it may turn into a sleek airplane,
its nose cutting into the space somewhere abovemy head. Or
it turns into a basketball, crumpled round, arcing into the
wastepaper basket. Whatever the disguise, the one require-
mentis that it hide the writing on it For that writing is asignal
toevervbody, certainly tomy students, that they are different,
that they are not Regular. Of course they resist writing: how
much more evidence do they need to convince them of their
own stupidity?

My students do not write in pages. They write
in inches, or half-inches. Sometimes, with
great effort on their parts and mine, they

write as much as half a foot.

My students’ writing, then, is short, There it is, the best of it,
up on the wall, The handwriting is ugly so there's not much
of it. For, as everybody in high school knows, papers written
by Regularkids are apage or two oreven five. They are long!
My students do not write in pages. They write in inches, or
half-inches. Sometimes, with great effort on their parts and
mine, they write as much as half a foot, We are all elated—
until they get a look at the pages written by the Regular kids,
Regular writing looks good; some of it is downright heauti-
ful. The lines of the letters slant in the same direction and to
the same degree; they don't wind all over the place. The o's

continued o.. .1ext page
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and the a's close up: the f's swoop up: they don't twist this
way and that. The letteis are all the same size, except for the
ones like capitals that should be bigger. And they go where
they're supposed to, ¢ither right or below the line. Sorue of
it looks even like teacher writing. Looking at those pages
must be like hearing the Regular kids read aloud, only worse.
For what is reading aloud but sound, short-lived sound.
Writing is sound and sense and shape and thickriess and time.
Put together, the parts of writing say more about the writer
than reading aloud ever could. “Don’t put my paper on the
wall!” No wonder.

Given all that, my writers don't spend much time writing,
maybe ten minutes, including prewriting. Ten minutes aday,
on a good day fifteen with lots of “I’'m done’s" peppering the
silence long before. “Did you use to write this long?” I ask
them, hoping for a “Ny, it's your wonderfulness as a teacher
which has inspired me to write these ten minutes.” They say
instead, “Iused to write even longer inthefifth grade.” Well,
why not, I think. Here they are fourteen or older, and their
handwriting looks like it did in the fifth grade. It looks ugly.
Itlooks hopeless. Besides, getting these three inches down on
paperhas been painful. Writing hurts. The hand gets twisted
into a deformed doughnut, a doughnut Winchells would toss
out. The hand tenses, Itresists. It catls out, “Stop this!"” And
the writer obeys.

To help, T have tried every method I have ever come across
inany workshop Ihaveeverattended, I have rcad some books
on teaching remedial students how to write. My studentsand
Ihave prewrittentill the cows came home; we have clustered;
we have mapped; we have listed; we have drawn pictures; we
have discussed. Then, they have written. Then they have
responded to each other’s writing (no easy task since showing
their writing becomes a part of their daily humiliaticz).
“Here,” they say tome, “youfixit! You’rethe teacher.” And
Thave. Ihave asked questions on draft one that they answer
indraft two. Over the years  have proofread miles and miies
of their papers. They have copied and recopied and finally,
when the paper is more n..ne than theirs, they are willing to
let somebody seeit, maybe. More than likely, however, they
shoveit quickly into their writing folders in case I might want
toput it up on the wall. Because there is still a problem. No
matter if margins decorate both edges, no matter if spelling

TR

Under pressure from the deparment chair,
along with urgings from several res’. :cted
colleagues, I began that summer to tearn to
write on the computer. I loved it.
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crrors have vanished, one thing keeps that awfu! wriling
theirs: iz handwriting. Or the printing. “Don’t putmy paper
onthe walll” “Butit's the best writing you've ever done!” “I
said don’t 4o it.” Inside me, I agree with tliem. The writing,
well, it looks not Regular.

So here I am—the English teacher who, with twenty-three
years of experience, is certain to fix all this. That is what the
kids think each September when they gather together once
again (for they have been with each other, many of them, for
more than ten years now). Maybe this year we will get to be
normal. Maybe this time, maybe this person can help me.

But I do not help them very much. Ido not because, after all
this time, I do not know how.

All this I knew about remedial writing. But I had to admit I
knew some important things about myself as a teacher.
Twenty years ago I had taken a year off from the classroom
to have ababy. When1returned, Imade the request: “Please,
no remedials.” Ihad had it with trying to discipline the
undisciplinable, teach the unteachable. Five years later I
agreed to try it again. This time the carrot the department
chair dangled in front of my nose was different. This year the
department had agreed to make room in its Regular classes
for one or two more kids so that the remedial class could be
kept ata maximum of twenty. That class size has lasted over
the years and is, more than any real help I have been able to
give, what has keptme a teacher of remedial English. Idonot
apologize for teaching under fals: pretenses, at least not to
other teachers, for most of them will understand. But how do
I explain to my students that their very fewness, one of the
things that marks them as different, is what draws me to them
eachfall? How doItell them that the fewer the kids the fewer
my failures? How can I tell them that the teacher who stands
before them each September, the person they see as the one
who maybe, this time, will help them, is in truth as much a
victim as they? Ican’t.

What I knew finally came last spring when I learned that the
following September our English Department would have a
Computer Lab, or Room as I prefer to call it. 1knew that in
that room fifteen computers would sit ready for use. Under
pressure from the department chair, along with urgings from
several respected colleagues, I began that summe:r to learn to
write on the computer. Iloved it, If writing had become,
almost overnight, half as much effort for me, i* I had spent
playing with revision and pouring forth screens of words,
could my students, too, cometo like their writing? Could this
Computer Room hold the antidote for a poison that has
threatened to spread beyond me inio an undeserving class-
room?

Late August I dr’ ¢ to schoo! and look at my enrollment:

Devel..pmental English: 15 students. Well, I'sar o myself,
give it your best shot. If it's not now, it might be ncver.
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September arrives, sodoes October, and the Computer Room
is notready: ithasto be properly wired, stocked, etc., etc., and
“Allthese thingstaketime, Jane."” Formy part,no matterhow
loudly I protest, I am relieved, for I have learned to live with
circumstances as they were. The future scares me. And so we
cluster and write and draw and write and talk and write and
read and write every day. And nothing has changed. The
writing is short. It's ugly. But wait, one thing is different: in
September, knowing what I intended to do, I began to keep a
logbook in which I entered my feelings and observations
about my second period class and myself 2s a teacher of
computer writing or corposing in the Eighties or whatever.
Ifind thatI am indeed apprehensive, but for the first Septem-
ber within memory I am interested. Hallelujah.

In a questionnaire designed by me, the kids tell me sorne of
them have had previous computer experience, some as much
as two years at their intermediate school, our feeder school.
Not all the experiences w ¢ positive: Mere Jith informs me
she got bad grades and will never write on the computer.
Most of them tell me that they didn’t really write (except for
Tim who says, “I wrote my term paper on the computer”);
they leamed how to work the computer and “had to put
together a notebook: and stuff like that.” Notebooks and
leamning how to work a computer are not two of my interests,
but I am both disturbed and relieved: I won't find out how it
is to teach real computer beginners; these kids are at least
keyboard literate. On the other hand, we can get to real
writing faster.

My original thought had been to take the kids in there and say,
“Have atit.” This is an idea I do not discard. But I write in
my logbook after reading their questionnaires: “This is ironic,
I don’t know as much as they about computers, much less
how to teach with them.” Tim, who wrote his term paper last
year on the computer, looks at me over his glasses in silent
agreement,

Theday before my second .1 iod students and I are scheduled
for sure to go into that room, which has now assumed
enormous and ominous proportions inmy mind, I writein my
log* “My research subjects are so badly behaved I wonder if
rescarch is possible or even if they are deserving of special
attention.” And, “My anger stands between the kids and me.
I write this on its outer edge. Yesterday was the middle.”
Well, I am not bored.

D-Day minus 1: Again my log: “Control may be a problem.
Kids are so hairy in the classroom will they behave with
computers...I have decided and told them that they are to
choose one piece from their writing folders they like well
enough toput onthe compuier. They areto save the piece and
print.” Am I crazy?

Wednesday, November 12: D-Day: Here is where I describe
in detail what happened. Here is where I show how each kid
pickeduphis disk, wentquietly to his pre-assigned computer,
and face aglow with pride in his work, bent at once to the task
ahead. Or here is where I show how the kids picked up their
disks and boomeranged them into the air, slashing windows
and passing faculty. Here is where I show them inserting
pencils into disk drives, ripping surge protectors from their
outlets, spray-painting over the letters on the computer keys.

But I can’t remember. My log, scribbled in before we go,
records my tenseness: “We are going. AmInervous?” And,
after school, this bland entry: “All went well. Everybody put
apiece of writing into the computer and saved. Tormnorrow we
p!'in[."

Somehow I think a miracle happened in there, and as with
most miracles, the details get hazy. Ican tell you, thougk, that
as I began to regain consciousness in the ensuing weeks,
Scenario Number One was common. Scenario Number Two
never happened.

Next day I'leap into class. I amso glad to see them andto tell
them how wonderful they were/are/will be forever and ever.
So I tell them, and then I show them my logbook. Iread a
couple of entries. They are pleased and want to know, “So
who're you researching besides us?” “Just us,” I say. They
beam and turn willingly to writing about how they felt
yesterday high-teching it through the Eighties.

In the Computer Room, writing time
increases to twenty minutes or more.
Sometimes, it is the end of the fifty-five
minute period when I call out, "Time to save!"
or "Time to print!"

Sam writes: “When I started writing on the computers I
noticed that it took less time and what I really like about it is
that vou can change things or move them to where you want
to have them. The printing was kind of hard but when it did
print it was really fast.” (Sam is a good speller.)

Tai writes: “The computer did make a lot of difference
becausc it helpme on the spelling, and leaned things. And its
alot of fund..."”

From Mark: “I think computers help your writing because
you can chang a letter, word, senterd, or a whole parigraf
without messing it up.”

continued on next page
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Ernie: “It was killer, but Idon’t think computers will help my
handwriteing. The computer did it all.”

Lest I forget, Tim reminds me: “I’m not so happy about that
word processer because I was told it was a very neet pro-
grame. Idon’t think they told the truth, Ilike Apple works
alot better and would recemend it 100.”

And, finally John: “My writting is better.”

I am feeling good. Every single response from every single
kid (Tim excepted) is positive. The trick, I decide, is not to
let them go without an idea of what they’re going to write,
And I give each student a grade at the end of each class based
onhow quickly they get to work and how long they stay at it
Everybody, excluding John, getsan A every time we go tothe
Computer Room. John has trouble Jetting to class on time;
he does not get an A,

Shortly after Triumph Number One, we collect ideas of what
to write about. They enter these into the computer in case
they're everataloss for writing ideas. So far—and I write this
in April—they have not been at a 10ss and rarely refer to their
lists.

I wonder about prewriting. The list is prewriting, of course,
but what about clustering and mapping and drawing and all
this stuff? Idecide to try this: we cluster a word for our usual
five minutes, then take the cluster to the Room and the
students write from it, After this exercise, we talk about the
cluster. Kids don’t think it helped much; they’re pretty sure
they could've composed immediately on the computer. From
what I have seen of their “spontaneous” composition, I am
inclined to agree. They resent being tied to their clusters and
their writing soon veers off into topics of their choice: track
meets, parties, and friends. The connection between pre-
writing and compasing or the computer remains unanswered,
at least by me and my gang of fifteen.

Some of my other questions, however, do get answered.
Would the time spent on composing increase? Would the
computer increase fluency? The answer to both, a resound-
ing yes.

Ibegintotitne them, torect..d theminutes they spend writing.
Our daily handwritten exercises in September and October
lasted five to ten minutes. In the Computer Room, writing
time increases to twenty minutes or more. Sometimes, it is
the end of the fifty-five-minute period when 1 call out, “Timne
to save!” or “Time to print!” that causes the cnd of their
composing.
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In January, I ask them to count the number of words in the
longest piece they wrote by hand, then to count the number of
words in the longest piece they have written on the computer.
They do this willingly because they know the results: they
willdowell, Jurey’slongest handwritten piece contains fifty-
five words. In January his computer piece contains 228
words. Mark, who wrote fifty-five words in September,
wrote 364 in January using the computer.

The:y alsocounted the number of words intheir first computer
pieces, begun in November. They did this because most of
them had Inst or thrown away their handwritten pieces.
Again, the increase isremarkable—in Lidia's case from fifty-
one to 156, in Tai’s case from fifty-five to 154. Timrefused
to count his words, covering as they did several pages of

printout.

John haslost everything but his computer-gencrated reviews
of Gone With the Wind (three of them). Parwana says to me,
“Well, Mrs. Juska, you must have lost everything because I
can’t find my writing.”

Sam becomes a puzzlement. The number of words he wrote
actually decreased. By hand, Sam used to write beyond
inches, sometimes almost a page. Now, he hardly ever prints
out anything, and when he does, it is disappointing—short or
unfinished or scattered with x’3 and o’s or all three. I could
blame this regression on what I know have been serious
problems in Sam’s home; but what I think, looking again at
Sam's handwritten pieces, is that Sam likes his handwriting;
it has probably been some cause for pride over the years, and
the computer has taken that away from him. (I show this part
of my paper to Sam who reads it and says grimly, “Sounds
about right.”) The real problem, though, is that I have
neglected Sam as long ashe has been “busy” at the computer,
pretending thathe will, one of these days, print outsomcthing
as substantial as his old pieces. Sofar he hasn't, Whatcheers
me is that Sam is the only real pretending I have had to go. 1
contrast that to past pretending when any kind of measure-
ment of progress threatencd the fantasy I had constructed in
order to get up in the moming.

Then there’s Jesse: Jesse arrived a* our school some time in
December and swore that of course he knew computers just
like everybody else. He did not; he did not know the
keyboard, where to turn the machine on, what to do. But he
and I both knew his handwriting was just about unreadable.
So, a little like Sam, we pretended. We pretended that he
would do just fine. Every computer day Jesse hunted and
picked over the keyboard, he played around with the ma-
chine, and gradually began to write a piece about his skate-
board. His writing did get longer; he did spend more titne
composing. But he can’t claim the improvement the rest of
the class can. That’s o.k. It may be that Jesse has come the
farthest of all, and without being shackled to u computer
manual or to cxercises designated by the teacher to teach
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Computer Operations. Every computer day he eamed his A.
Not long ago he began what would become six lines of
writing with this sentence: “Skateing is like dyeing.” Not
bad.

So-~are their papers ready for the wall? They iook good all
printed and margined. Until you look closely, until you check
out the spelling and the punctuation, until you finally have to
face the fact that it’s more than handwriting that keeps their
writing from being Regular. It’s correctness, or rather it’s
lack of correctness. Shall we try it? Shall we go Beyond
Fluency into the uncharted and dangerous territory of Revi-
sion? Why not? It’s March, the longest, the deadest, the
ugliest, the cruelest month of the year. Let’s wake it up.

I ask them questions about revision: Do they like to do it?
“No.” When they want to make a paper better, what do they
do? “Cerect spelling, punctuation, and so an.” Whom do
they ask for help? “Teache.” What is the hardest part about
revising? “Thinking of what could be better.”

After a modeling session led by me, they sit
at tables and write on each other's copies
about what they like and what they
want to know more about. They are
ready to revise—on the computer.

Thave assigned them to writing groups of three or four other
students, students they have written to me they wouldn't
mind showing their stuff to. They choose, once again, a piece
of their writing, this time writing they have done with the aid
of the computer, writing they like well enough to do more
work on. Now, unlike September, they have copies for
everybody, eventually, that is, Not everybody is ready with
his copies at the same time. So what happens is that the
writing groups fall apart. Whenever akid is ready with his or
her printouts, he or she joins a group at one of the work tebles.
Some kids are bothered by this: “Thisisn't my group!” wails
Parwana. But most never seem to notice. I wonder why. Is
it that their more Regular-looking writing mukes them less
chary about showing their stuff? Idon’t know. Ididn’t ask
them. I just like what’s happening. Hands off, I think,

Afteramodeling session led by me, they sit at tables and write
on each other's copies what they like and what they want to
know more about. They are ready to revise—-on the com-
puter. Imovetoatable where Jurey’s group has written down
four or five things they want to know more about. This is what
I hear:

Jurey: Well, I'll just add this stuff at the end when I do my
revising.

Mario: No, man, youcan't! You gottafititinas you goalong!

Jurey: (withafrown) Thattakestoolong. Idon’twanttotype
that whole thing again,

Mario: Hey, man, youdon’thaveto! Youjustmove that little
flicker thing wherever you want, and type the stuff, like right
in the middle, and the computer will fix it all up!

Jurey: (brightening) Oh, o.k.

Resisting the urge to hug them both, I skip to record this
conversation inmy log. Thenit hits me. Ihaven’ttoldanyone
how to revise, that is, how to insert, how to delete, how to
move stuff around. Infact, Ihave never tried that myself with
this program. The bell rings. ’ Saved.

The day before spring vacation arrives, and we are tired. Itis
our fifth month here on our once-a-week-computer-day
schedule. That makes it only twenty days? Has to be more;
we have accomplished lots. But I want to know about this
revision. Some kids have started to revise; other have not. I
am determined that today everybody will revise. They are
angry. “Hey, 00k, it's too old!™ says Mark. John: “If I don’t
get this idea for my novel down, I'll just forget it.” And
blessed Jurey: “Aw come on, you guys, this won't takelong.”

Then, another miracle: Mark, whose handwriting is illegible, -
who handwrites in quarter-inches but who gets A's in Me-
chanical Drawing, rises, crosses to the board and draws a
diagram (in 3-D) of the keyboard and the monitor. Speaking
slowly, pointing at different areas of his diagram, Mark
shows everybody how to delete and add. Iwatch with special
interest.

The night beforeI have proofed their papers. Yes, thisis work
the kids could do in their groups, some of it at least. But
lordamercy, there comes atime when a paper, any paper, has
to get done! The wall is naked! This proofing, though, is
different for me. I canread the words; there are no smudges,
no wrinkles; the letters are all the right size; I need not guess
at what the kids probably meant. I zoom through the stack,
no headache forming as I do, retaining the enamiel on my
teeth. I have inked in verb endings, basic spelling correc-
tions, words omitted, leaving errors in syntax and diction for
their tenth grade teacher.

John goesi:ght to work, and, paying absolutely no attention
to my marks on his paper, rewrites his Gone With the Wind
review (Number Four) making it “even more better than it
ever was, Mrs. juska. Believe me.,” The rest of the kids,
however, whip ihrough their corrections and within ten
minutes at the most, have a printout of an “error-free” picce
of writing. It looks good--~to me, too.

continued on next page
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“I've gotanew idea,” says Tim. “I'm going to try to cluster
on the computer. Can I try that next time?” Yes, Tim, you
certainly may. And John, your novel—how terrific next time
willbe. What Ireally say s, “O.k., let's printl It’s vacation.”

Wk W

What I have learned follows:

1. Composing on the computer increased fluency as I have
measured fluency. The number of words kids wrote on the
computer climbed steadily and reached an increase of as
much as 400%.

2. The amount of time spent composing increased whenkids
used computers. Our handwritten exercises, pre-computer,
lasted at the most ten minutes. With computers, the time
spent writing rose almost immediately to twenty minutes and
continued to increase. A corollary to this finding is that the
class, the students, were more orderly. Almost without
exception, they moved quickly to the writing task before
them and stayed with it throughout the period.

3. Computer copy was more legible than their handwritten
pieces. As obvious as this may seem, the result is not so
readily apparent. The result is that both students and teacher
look on the writing with greater respect. Hope rises; revision
is likely.

4. Students liked their writing done on computers better than
they did their handwritten pieces. In a post-computer ques-
tionnaire of the twelve students present on May 6, cleven
students said they like the writing they had done on the
computer; onenoresponse. “It’sneat,” “It’s longer,” “I think
more,” they answered. Eight students said either that they
didn’t like the writing they had done by hand or that it was
“0.k."” Two liked their handwriting, one of those a student
new to written English, the other Sam.

5. Pre-writing was still valuable. While I abandoned our
daily clustering, seven of the twelve students wrote on their
post-computer questionnaire that they wished we still clus-
tered: “It makes ideas you don't expect,” said James. 1he
other five students were adamant in their dislike of clustering
though their reasons do not appear in their answers on the
questionnaire.

6. The computer does not teach writing. Ilearned that the
teacher must still be responsible for leading students into the
discovery of ideas, images, and new language. The trick, I
believe, is timing. Kids need lots of time to play with the
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The computer does not teach writing...the
teacher must still be responsible for
leading students into the discovery of ideas,
images, and new language. The trick...is
timing. Kids need lots of time to play
with the computer, to write what
comes out of their heads.

computer, to write what comes out of their heads. Too much
direction from the teacher too early on could make writing
once again a chore. On the other hand, at some point, their
writing must go beyondits initial stages into something worth
revising.

7. The chances of having an orderly, business-like class-
room, one in which students get to the business at hand, one
in which they stay on task for extended periods of time,
increased with the aid of computers. A certain amount of
fooling around with the computer did, and probably must,
occur at the beginning of each student’s acquaintanceship
with the computer. Thus, screens and printouts covered with
designs and nonsense configurations are to be expected.
Often, this represented the kids' getting to know the key-
board. Soi.etimes it was the students’ own prewriting. Iwas
not concerned because it did not continue into the year.

8. Revision of computer writing was more likely than of
handwritten pieces. Studcnts realized quickly the ease of
making changes with the computer. The necessity for copy-
ing over disappeared. However, the computer does not teach
revision. Students continued to see revision as putting in
periods, correcting spelling, and making paragraphs. Not
unless the teacher has taught students to find sentences and
words that are good, that are saveable; notuntil students learn
to ask questions of writing—*“What does the person look
like?” “Whatdid these people say to each other?” “Did it rain
during the track meet?” “How did you feel about your
friend?"—will real revision begin. Thus, modeling, constant
shoring up of writing groups, insistence onsubstantive changes
r< main the teacher’s obligation. What the computer did was
to make students more agreeable to making major changes.
“Oh, nol not another copying!” became “Yeah, I can dothat,”

9. Writer frustration did not disappear with the computer.
Some of that frustration, however, was dirccled toward the
coruputer rather than at the teacher. What I will do next year
is buy, or have the kids buy, their own disks. Sharing disks
with other students in the school is a bother. Fortunately,
Bank Street Writer includes a password which, when used,
prohibits anyone but the keeper of the password from calling
up writing. But that also means that the writer must never
forget his password or all his writing is lost. In addition, the
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message on the screen, “Disk Full,” increased writer-frustra-
tion. Still, the load lightened when kids had a computer to
swear at.

ook K

We are not, in the end, as hopeless as I had thought. Of the
fifteen students who began the year with me, ten have scored
high enough on the ninth-grade writing test to move, next
year, into Regular English. I do not know if the computer
caused this success; I do attribute much of their new-found
confidence to their work with the computers. Unlike past
years, this year’s class wrote more on the ninth-grade writing
sample. So off they go, no crutches, looking for all the
world—and writing—just like everybody else.

Today, May 1, I preface our computer day with, “In two
weeks I want a piece from each of you I can put on the wall.
It can be a piece you've already written or revised, or it can
be abrand new one that you started today. Your piece will go
up on the wall along with the writing from my other classes.”

“No problem,” says Jesse.

JaneJuskateaches English atYgnacio Valley High School in
Concord, California. She is a Teacher Consultant with the
Bay Area Writing Project.

NWP NEWS

The South Coast Writing Project (SCWriP) has been selected
to represent the California Writing Project as part of a state-
funded California Technology Project (CTP), resulting from
a grant awarded to the California State University system.

SCWriP will: a) gather data on CWP technology use, re-
sources, and training capacity; b) develoy model materials
that will encourage and facilitate the inclusion of technology
training into CWP activities; c) disseminate those materials;
d) provide regular contributions to the CTP journal/newslet-
ter; and e) serve as liaison betwee 1 the CWP and the CTP
Advisory Board.

Stephen Marcus, who directs SCWriP’s Computer-Using
Fellows (CUF) activities and SCWriP’s Advanced Computer
Institute/HyperCard Project, will be directing this new effort,

The Wyoming Conference on English will be held on June
19-23, 1989 in Laramie, Wyoming. The conference theme is
“Margins of Overlap: Schools, Communities, and Cultures.”
For further information, call or write Tilly Wamnock, English
Department, University of Wyoraing, Laramie, WY 82071.
307-766-5140.

Teacher-Researchers: Their
Voices, Their Continued Stories

continued from page 7
oW

As T listen to these voices again, it seems less necessary to
define them and their work, but I begin to think about what
they have in common.

1. They question. They ask questions that they don’t know
the answers to, questions that go to the heart of learning and
teaching, questions that they find it impossible to stop asking
as one leads to another in a dizzying process.

2. They doubt. They keep asking, “What's happened?” They
are a combination of self-doubt and pride, and the tension
between the two energizes and tires them. They are interested
in the moves of change.

3. They see understanding as a move toward change. They
observe a distancing from their teaching yet at the same time
an intimacy. They have trained themselves to do this.

4. Their search and their analysis of what they find inform
their teaching. They don't teach just because it’s fun. They
teach inorder tounderstand. As they teach and research, they
show their students how someone leams and the whole class
becomes a group of researchers.

Eventually this list will be more solid. It will be in columns
or explained by a classification code. It will be exhaustive.
And somcone else will probably have written it. As Hauser,
Mathews, Grumbacher, and Willoughby have made clear, it
is the nature of the teacher-researcher role to continue ques-
tiorng; the time for reflecting and analyzing is precious little
and hard to come by.

Perhaps it doesn’t matter whether the data on teachers as
researchers pile up unanalyzed so long as their voices con-
tinue to be heard. They do not need to be “empowered” or
explained by others in order to continue their work. Perhaps
itis also the nature of teacher-researchers, just as they take it
upon themselves to undersiand their students’ leaming, to
take it upon themselves to explain their own.

MarianMohr teaches at HayficldSecondary School inFairfax
County,Virginiu. Sheis co-director of the Northern Virginia
Writing Project, where the authors who contributed to this
article are teacher-researchers. GretchenMathews' research
article appears in Vital Signs: Experiencing Literature, James
L. Collins, editor. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann Boynton/
Cook, in press.
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An Annotated Bibliography

on Teacher Research

We offer this bibliography on teacher research as the begin-
ning of an on-goiny look at resources valuable to both
teacher-researchers and to university researchers as they
examine classrooms and instruction. Our special thanks go
to the contributors to this lis:: James Hahn, Teacher Con-
sultant with the Bay Area Writing Project and teacher-
researcher at the University of California, Davis; Marian
Mohr, Co-Director of the Northern Virginia Writing Proj-
ect,; andBob Tierney, Teacher Consultant with the Bay Area
Writing Project and teacher-researcher at the University of
California, Berkeley.

Asher, C. (1987). Developing a pedagogy for a teacher-
researcher program. English Education, 19(4),211-219.
Based on the teacher-researcher program Carla Asher and
colleague Nancy Wilson lead at the ™nstitute for Literacy
Studies at Lehman College, this article describes seven
principles that are essential to a functioning teacher-re-
searcher program, often comparing themto similar essentials
in the teaching of writing, M.M.

Glaze, B. (1987). A teacher speaks out about research. In
J. Self (Ed.), Plain talk about writing and learning.
Richmond, VA: Virginia Department of Education.
Thisbook was published as a product of a state-wide effort to
promote writing and learning, Bernadette Glaze's article
describes how, as a teacher-researcher, she weaves together
the existing research, her own research questions, and the
interests and needs of her students to create a classroom
where research is the focus. M.M.

Goswaml, D., & Stillman, P. (Eds.). (1987). Reclaiming
the classroom—teacher research as an agency for change.
Upper Montclair, NJ: Heinemann Boynton/Cook.

Dixie Goswami and Peter Stillman have collected nincteen
articlesrelated to teacher research. The book makes an excel-
lent reader for any teacher-researcher group because it con-
tains articles about what classroom inquiry is and about how
it functions, and it offers possible ways to design: -dies as
well as six sample classroom studies. In the first section,
Britton. Berthoff, Macrorie and others discuss the need for
teacher research and begin to describe how it differs from
traditional models for research, Selections from this section
helped our group establish a working definition for what we
were starting to do in the fall. The second section, with
articles by Emig, Shaughnessy, Atwell and Mohr, helped
our group understand the changes we were noticing in our
classrooms and ourselves as we got deeper into our studies.
The last section, with six studies from teacher-researchers
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from the Breadloaf program, gave us models to discuss as we
started drafting our publications of our own projects. Selec-
tions from this book worked very well in conjunction with the
program described in Working Together by Mohr and
MacUean. JH.

Langston Hughes Intermediate School. (1987). Teacher
research on student learning: A compilation of research
Studies focusing on minority and underachieving students
conducted by the Langston Hughes school-based research
group. Fairfax County, VA: Fairfax County Public
Schools.

This teacher-researcher publication is a collection of articles
from teachers of various disciplines (English, social studies,
physical education, science) who conducted research on
minority achievement in their classes and school. Also in-
cluded are three studies about the teachers who conducted the
research and a desr tiption of the process they wen: through.
The book was distributed to the rest of the faculty at the
school. Copies of it can be obtained from Hughes at 11401
Ridge Heights Road, Reston, Virginia 22091, M.M.

Mohr, M. (1988). Teachers as researchers: The opportu-
nity to create a profession. Manuscript submitted for
publication.

This article describes different kinds of research that class-
room teachers conduct and the various models for teacher-
researcher work in university and local school settings. Also
discussed are the opportunities that need to be available if
teacher-researcher work is to grow and become a vital part of
the K-12 teaching profession. M.M.

Mohr, M., & MacLean, M. (1987). Working together: A
guide for teacher-researchers. Urbana, IL: National
Council of Teachers of English.

Marian Mohr and Marion Mael ean have created a practical
guide for starting and maintaining ateacher-researcher group.
The book describer the model for a teacher-researcher group
established by Mohr at the Northern Virginia Writing Project
in 1981-82. It is particularly helpful because of the samples
itincludes. The sample rescarch logs clcarly demonstrate the
range of material that teachers may include in a teaching log.
They have given teachers just enough direction to be able to
keep their own logs, This is critical for teachers to gain a new
perspective on their teaching and on research. The sample
course outline, with bibliography, and the sample course
proposal are helpful for anyone in charge of leading ateacher-
researcher group, especially if he or she is thinking of
offering it as acourse. The sections on “Practice and Process”
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and “Issues and Complexities” offer detailed discussions of
how their group handled the problems and surprises that
occur when teachers undertake classroom research. Our
groups experienced the same things Mohr describes in the
book. The last section of the book contains six samples of
teacher-researcher studies. These are very useful for group
discussions of voice and contentas teachers wrestle withhow
to write about what they observe in their classrooms. J.H.

Murray,D.(1982). Learning byteaching. Upper Montclair,
NJ: Boynton/Cook.

Donald Murray’s collected articles on teaching and writing
are listed here because he discusses so many issues of interest
for classroom research on writing. His book contains articles
on assignments, conferencing, revising, editing, grading and
even the politics of writing. Selections from this book are
very useful depending on the particular aspect a tcacher-
researcherfocuses onin his or her study . However, the central
article in the book, “Write Rescarch to be Read,” is so
important for teacher-researchers toread, I cannot imagine a
group not reading and discussing it. We read it just as we
began to write up our rough drafts of our studies. It helped
each writer establish a clear sense of her own voice, Because
teacher research is intended primarily for an audience of
teachers, this issue of establishing an authoritative and honest
voice is crucial. If other teachers do not believe the voice of
the researcher, they will discount the study. J.H.

Myers, M. (1985). The eacher-researcher: How to study
writing in the classroom. Urbana, IL: National Council of
Teachers of English/Educational Resources Information
Center.

This book was designed as a companion volume to A Proce-
dure for Writing Assessment and Holistic Scoring (Myers,
1980). It is written for teachers looking for ways to analyze
writing samples and to promote the idea of the teacher’s being
aresearcher. After givingan overview of the variousresearch
methods, Myers explores examples of the approaches. The
notes on basic statistical methods are useful. B.T.

Parson, G. (Ed.). (1985). Hand in hand: The writing
process and the microcomputer. Juneau, AK: Alaska
Department of Education.

Thisbook is theresult of acollaborative research effort by ten
Alaskan high school teachers to document what happened
when they and their students began to use computers and
writing process, Since all teacher-researchers in the proje~t
had a similar focus to thcir rescarch, the findings are reliable
beyond onc classroom. Also included is sclf case study
information from the teachers involved. M.M.

Spindler, G. D. (1974). Beth Anne—A case study of
culturally defined adjustment and teacher perceptions.
Education and cultural process: Toward an anthropology
of education (pp. 138-153). New York: Holt, Rinehart,
and Winston.

This is arcadable account of a case study that might be used
as an example for teachers considering that type of approach.
BITI

Sullivan, P, R, (F4.). (1987). Teachers research. Curricu-
lum Publication, 2. San Diego, CA: Sar Diego Area Writ-
ing Project.

This is a series of articles about successful practices used in
the classroom by teachers secking ways to make the practices
even more successful. The teachers conducted research to
detcrmine how their classroom practices compared with the
Model Curriculum Standards. The series serves also as a
source of questions for teachers contemplating doing a re-
search project. B.T.

Wotring, A. M., & Tierney, R. (1981). Two studies of
writing in high school science, Berkeley, CA: Bay Area
Writing Project.

Pioneers in conducting classroomresearch projects, Wotring
and Tiemey document what happened when they began to
use writing in the context of science teaching. M.M.

The National Writing Project wishes to acknowledge Apple
Computer's Educator Training Program for its gift of six
Macintosh computers and a laser printer. This gift will help
support NWP publications uctivity.
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Teacher Research: Toward
Clarifying the Concept

continued from page 3

fact that practitioner knowledge has been devalued, concep-
tions like his may contribute toits devaluation by suggestiig
that the structure of this knowledge is experiential and driven
only by pragmatic logic. From North's perspective, then,
teachers’ knowledge would hardly qualify as theory, and
indeed in North’s discussion of practical inquiry—his ver-
sion of teacher research—-there is little mention of theory.

Just as our earlier discussion indicated that there are contro-
versies within the academic community about the feasibility
of discovering generalizable laws about teaching, there are
similar questions raised about the kinds of theory appropriate
to applied fields like education. In applied fields, it has been
proposed that various combinations of facts, values and
assumptions may better capture the state of knowledge than
conventional scientific theories (House, 1980; Zumwalt,
1982). This combination may be particularly compatible
with, and productive for, the emerging genre of teacher
research which reflects the diverse perspectives teachers
bring to the process.

Documentation and Analysis. In many respects the forms of
documentation in teacher research resemble the forms used
in academic research, particularly the standard forms of
interpretive research. Field notes about classroom interac-
tions, interviews with students and teachers, and collections
of documents (e.g. students’ writing and drawing, test scores,
teachers’ plans and handouts) are commonly collected by
ieacher-researchers. In addition, teacher-researchers often
keep extensive journals and audio and video tape small and
large group discussions, peer and teacher-student confer-
ences, students’ debates, role plays and dramatic produc-
tions, as well as their own classroom presentations. Like
rigorous university-based quatitative research, a strength of
teacher esearch is that it often entails multiple data sources
which can be used to confirm and/or illuminate one another.
Some university researchers equate data collection with
training in the traditions of social science research, yet many
teachers aiready collect some of these data systematically in
the course of the normal activity of teaching. Further, a
variety of teacher-to-teacher collaborative arrangements,
mentioned in the next sections, enables teachers to acquire
sophisticated and sensitive observationskills grounded in the
context of actual classrooms and schools. Like their forms of
documentation, the methods teacher-researchers use for data
analysis both resemble and differ from those of university
researchers. In our next section, where we posit a working
typology for teacher research, we look carefully at the inter-
pretive frames teachers use to analyze classroom data,
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A'Working Typology for Teacher Research

In arguing for the inclusion of teacher research in the know]-
edge base for teaching, we are not simply equating teacher
research with practitioner knowledge or all kinds of teacher
writing, nor are we attempting to attach t- the term “teacher”
the higher status term “reseacher” in order to alter common
perceptions of the profession. Rather we think it is important
to broaden the concept of teacher research. To du so we take
as a working definition for teacher research—systematic,
intentional inquiry conducted by teachers. Derived from
an ongoing survey of the literature of teacher writing, this
definition highlights the fact that there already exists a wide
array of writing by teachers that is appropriately regarded as
“research.” By “systematic” we refer primarily to ways of
gathering and recording information, documenting ex, eri-
ences inside and outside of classrooms, and making some
kind of wriitenrecord. By “intentional” we signal that teacher
researchisanactivity that is planned rather than spontaneous.
Our emphasis on intention is in keeping with Boomer's
(1987) suggestion that “to learn deliberately is to research”
(p. 5) and with Britton's (1987) notion that ‘“every lesson
should be for the teacher an inquiry, some further discovery,
a quiet form of research . . . (p. 15). By “inquiry” we suggest
that teacher research stems from or generates questions and
reflects teachers’ desires to make sense of their experi-
ences—to adopt alearning stance toward classroom life, or in
Berthoff’s sense (1979), to interpret and REsearch the infor-
mation one already has.

Wepropose four categories as a tentative typology of teacher
research. By describing examples of four types and showing
how each is “systematic, intentional inquiry,” we make the
case that many kinds of teacher writing can and should
contribute to the knowledge base of the school and university
communities.

Teachers’ Journals, A (Philadelph:a) Teacher's Journal
(1985), contains selections from a narrative journal written
by first grade teacher Lynne Strieb over a school year. One
way to read and understand Strieb's journal is as a teacher's
attempt to make sense of her daily work life as a teacher. She
seems to be addressing how she connects with her students,
how students learn to make sense of the world around them,
and how she uses writing to perceive and understand her
evolution as a teacher. In Strieb’s words,

The more I wrote, the more I observed in n y classroom
and the more I wanted to write. As I reread my journal
I got more ideas for teaching. I expanded the journal to
include other aspects of teaching—anecdotes, observa-
tions of children and their involvement in activities,
interactions with parents both in and out of school, my
plans, descriptions of the pressures on public school
teachers. I also wrote about my continuing education
through my own reflections and the questions that
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emerged, through books, and through association with
colleagues. (p. 3)

In Strieb’s journal we find records of lessons, conversations,
children’s questions, and detailed descriptions of specific
interactions with particular children. In some entries Strieb
provides a narrative account of the ongoing daily stream of
classroom events; in others she consciously breaks that frame
in order to synthesize retrospectively her efforts in certain
areas. The jounai seems to function here as a way for Strieb
to step back from the daily stream, take stock of what is
happening, and assess the ways that children respond. In her
journal Strieb searches formeaning: the patterns or structures
which organize her own teaching and which characterize the
children’s efforts to leamm and cope with the classroom
environment,

As inquiry, Strieb's journal contains many implicit and some
explicit questions: How can I help children learn English?
How can I make children feel comfortable in my class? How
can I help this class become a community? What counts as
play, what counts as work, and how do the children figure out
the differences in my classroom? What do I do about issues
of race and gender in my classroom; what is my role here as
a teacher? How do children learn to read in this class? What
roles do they play in each other's learning? When should 1 go
with achild’s ideas, when do I intervene? How can I connect
with children’s emotions?

There are rich data here about many of the central issues of
schooling: how a classroom becomes a community, how a
teacher uses children’s questions to build, plan and inter-
weave class discussions, how a teacher connects with the
interests andneeds of individual children, and how a teacher's
routines express what counts most to her in her unique
context. Strieb’s journal also reveals the inherent uncertainty
and tentativeness of teaching. The restless questioning that
punctuates her journal contrasts dramatically with the cer-
tainty of the instructional principles asserted by the literature
ineffective teaching. Strieb’s journal helps to make clear that
teachers’ journals ar> more thar anecdotal records or loose
chronological accounts of particular classroom activities. As
systematic intentional inquiry, journals provide windows on
what goes on in school through teachers’ eyes and in teach-
ers’ voices and onsome of the ways they use writing to shape
and inform their work lives.

Essavs by Teachers, We include in the category of ¢ssays
full-length monographs as well as briefer essays rcgularly
published in academic and professional journals. Despite
many forums, teachers’ essays are not generally counted as
part of the formal knowledge base about teaching, perhaps
because they are usually personal, retrospectis -, and often
bascd on the “narrow” perspective of a single teacher. Rather
thandisquali)ying essays from the knowledge basc, however,
it is our view that these characteristics are part of what

Like rigorous university-based
qualitative research, a strength of teacher
research is that it often entails multiple
data sources which can be used to confirm
and/or illuminate one another.

recommends them. All are systematic intentional inquiries.
They use as their data teachers' experiences often over long
periods of time. To explore teachers’ questions, essays select
and analyze significant events and features from the ongoing
stream of classroom and school life. By analyzing the pat-
terns and discrepancies th it occur, teachers use the interpre-
tive frameworks of practitioners to provide a truly emic, or
insider, view that is different from that of an observer, even
if that observer assumes an ethnographic stance and spends
considerable time in the classroom.,

Sometimes A Shining Moment: The Foxfire Experience (1985),
Eliot Wigginton's recent monograph ontwenty years of high
school English teaching, serves asahighly visibleexample of
an extended essay written from a teacher's point of view. As
Wigginton points out, the book attempts to answer the broad
set of questions which he encountered in talking about his
work and to encourage other teachers to continue asking
questions of themselves, their students and others. To tell the
siory of Foxfire, Wigginton draws heavily on his own jour-
nals, letters, in-school memos and directives, passages from
student writing, and the writing assignments he set for him-
self. Like Strieb, Wigginton comments directly on the ways
writing functioned all along for him as a way to make
meaning of his daily teaching life.

Sometimes a Shining Moment contains many explicit and
implicit questions. All of these seem to be subsumed by the
search tounderstand how teachers can make schools work for
adolescents. Among his questions are: How can teachers get
studeats to come together for a “common cause™? How can
they irtegrate innovative projects into the normal curricu-
lum? How do schools relate to communities? What is power
ineducation? Who has it and who doesn’t? What is the cxtent
of the teacher’s power? How can teachers help adolescents
understand the problems of the world outside the school?
How canteachers help students move beyond themselves and
their new understandings “into a caring and active relation-
ship with others”? (p. 308). What are the purposcs of public
high schools? How can teachers find compelling activities
which serve all the goals of education simultaneously? Struc-
tured by Wigginton's questions, the essay moves from 4
primary focus on students to concerns about teaching and the
assumptions of teachers in general to exploration of curricu-
lum and schooling. At least two themes function as interpre-

continued on next page
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tive frames throughout the book: the discortinuities and
connections between life inside and outside of school and the
forces which constrain and support the integration of adoles-
cents’ lives and the school curriculum,

The centerpiece of Sometimes a Shining Momen is a long
chapter Wigginton calls ““Some Overarching Truths.” In this
chapter he proposes a number of characteristics common to
effective teaching which he has generalized from twenty
years experience. The evidence for each proposition is
Wigginton's skillful synthesis of events and interactions that
occurred within his own classroom and school as well as his
reading of educational philosophers and theorists. The valid-
ity of Wigginton’s generalizations is the extent to which they
resonate with the experiences of other teachers, his primary
audience for this analysis. Fenstermacher (1986) reminds us
that only some cducational research improves educational
practice; this happens, he suggests, "if [the research] bears
fruitfully on the premises of practical arguments in the minds
of teachers” (p.47). Wigginton's essay has unusual potential
to inform the "practical arguments” or interpretive frame-
works that teachers use to understand, articulate, and ulti-
mately improve their own practices.

Accounts of Oral Inquiry Processes. Like teachers’ jour-
nals and essays, oral inquiry processes represent teachers’
self-conscious and often self-critical attempts to make sense
of their daily work by talking about it in planned ways. The
reflective-descriptive processes developed by Carini and her
colleagues at the Prospect Center and School in Bennington,
Vermont, provide a good example of formalized teacher
inquiry procedures which are documented through written
transcription or thorough note-taking. Prospect’s Documen-
tary Processes structure the oral interactions of groups of
practitioners who convene specifically for the purpose of
exploring teachers’ and children’s learning, among them The
Reflective Conversation, The Description of Children’s Work,
and The Staff Review of a Child. Many other teacher groups
engage insimilar activities. Wigginton and his staff members
meet weekly to talk about their courses by sharing proposed
and already-tried activities which others then critique and
analyze. The Philadelphia Teachers Learning Cooperative
and the Boston Women's Teachers’ Groupregularly convene
to explore issues and practices across coniexts by examining
particular cases. Unlike teachers’ journals and essays which
may be completed by a teacher researcher writing alone, oral
inquiry processes as a type of teacher research are by defini-
tion collaborative: the primary outcomes-—the conjoined
understandings of the participants—have immediate anc
obvious value.

An cxample of systematic intentional inquiry, Prospect’s
Documentary Processes are based on a phenomenological
view of knowledge and learning; by participating in these
experiences, teachers granple with children’s meanings as
expressed in their projects and with the varied meanings that
their colleagues find in these. An important part of the
procedure is that a recorder keeps careful notes of each
participant’s insights which are used to create pericdic
summaries and statements of the organizing concepts per-
ceived in the work athand and in some cases added to school
records. The result is often an unusually rich and complex
rendering of pattcrns which invites rather than forecloses
further interpretations.

In addition, when documentary records are preserved, teach-
ers~ ~return to the texts of their deliberations to “REsearch”
their own knowledge and insights. These acquire additional
significance over time as teachers confront new situations in
their own classrooms and schools. Like the archive of chil-
dren’s work preserved at the Prospect Center, records of
teachers’ oral inquiry processes are potcntially of great value *
for the broader community of teachers, teacher educators,
and university researchers. Buchanan and a group of Phila-
delphia teachers (1988) are currently working toward this
end by proposing the development of an urban archive of
teachers’ writing and oral inquiry as well as the children's
work from which it stems. Buchanan makes an eloquent case
for the need for an archive and essentially a case for teacher
research:

Every day teachers’ observations and reflactions on
the teaching process, ontheir students, and oneduca-
tional issues are irretrievably lost because there is no
provision for preserving them. Such materials are
essential for shaping and recording the evolution of
the profession. Similarly the day-to-day writing, art
work and number work of students is rarely saved in
a systematic manner. What children don' t take home
is often thrown away. Other than the presentation of
test scores, there are few large-scale efforts to dem-
onstrate what and how children are learning in
school. (p. 2)

The Archive will serve as arich resourcefor teachers,
researchers and nther professionals who are inter-
estedin the long view of what is happe ning to children
in our society. (p.1)

Buchanan's proposal emanates from a decade of work with
her colleagues and from her frustration about the relationship
between academic rescarch and teacher knowledge. As she
points out, the systematic collection of teachers' inquiries
and children’s work will “give scholars an unobtrusive,
‘inside view’ of classrooms which is currently not available”
(pp. 1-2) and which is, we believe, sorcly needed.
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Classroom Studies. Our final category, classroom studies,
includes most of what others currently term “tez her re-
search.” Several volumes describing this work haverecently
been published (Bissex & Bullock, 1987; Goswami & Still-
man, 1987, Mohr & MacLean, 1987; Myers, 1985). Class-
room studies most closely resemble university-based re-
search and are the type of teacher research best known to
readers of The Quarterly. Classroom studies exemplify the
potential of teacher research to reform classroom practice by
prompting powerful intellectual critiques of assumptions,
goals and strategies. Many demonstrate the recursiveness of
the teacher research process wherein questions are continu-
ously reformulated, methods are revised, and analysis is
ongoing. The value of teachers’ classvaom sbidies is not
necessarily self-evidentto the academic research community
although in many cases the issues addressed are the same as
those addressed by university researchers. For example,
teachers also address discrepancies between intended and
enacted curricula; authority, power, and autcnomy in writing
classrooms; and the culture of classrooms as social construc-
tions of stadents and teachers. We are suggesting tha the
evolving questionsof teachers studying their own classrooms
often indicate avenues of inquiry that traditional research
may not have considered or found important.

Communities For Teacher Research

Participation in teacher research requires considerable effort
by innovative and dedicated teachers to stay in their class-
rooms and at the same time carve out opportunities to inquire
and reflect on their own practice. While university-based
research occupies an unquestioned position at the center of
the institution’s mission, teacher research unfortunately
struggles on the margins of K-12 schools. Many teacher-
researcher groupsoperate only peripherally within, and some
entirely outside of, school systems and sometimes represent
teachers’ resistance to therole of teacher as technician. Myers
(1987) has argued persuasively for the institutionalization of
teacher research, He cautions against adding teacher research
to educztional institutions as they now exist. Recently a few
scheol districts have considered institutionalizing the role of
teacher- rcsearchers by establishing new pusitions that com-
bine teaching and researching responsibilities: as lead teach-
ers, teachier mentors, peer supervisors, or, as has been pro-
posed in the Pittsburgh public school system, as researchers-
in-residence who collect and manage data for the school
principal and faculty. Itis unclear at this time what the impact
of innovations like these will be. It would be unfortunate,
however, if they inadvertently buttressed the traditional asso-
ciation between gaining increased power and responsibili;v
in the schoo! system and abandoning the classroom.

Realistically the complex and extensive demands or teach-
crs’ time and attention place obvious limitations on what
teachers can manage to do. The wry comments of Philadel-
phia '\ /riting Project teacher Rayna Goldfarb illustrate this
dilemma:

1fine.ly determined why I felt such strong resistance
lo the notion of teacher as researcher. My view has
always been that the primary purpose of a teacher is
to TEACH. There are lessons to be prepared, papers
to be read (tne jirst draft), conferences to be held,
papers to be graded (the final copy), exams to be
designed and graded, reportcard grades to be calcu-
lated, questions to be answered, college recommen-
dations to be written, essay contests to be supervised,
monthly attendance reports to be calculated, stu-
dents’ personal problems tobe aii#*nded to, lessons to
be prepared for students who are in the hospital or
who are going out on maternity, bulletin boards to be
changed, journals to be read, and PA announce-
ments, classroomdisruptions,disciplines, IEP's, CEH
14's,and standardized examsto beendured.Andlam
noteven one of those compulsively obses: z2d teachers
who believes in devoting every waking \ our to my
teaching and my students. How can soreone do
research without neglecting her responsibilities to
her students?

Goldfarb’s remarks remind us that much of what is involvea
in conducting systematic inquiry inside classrooms is out-
side of the range of activities normally expected of or
rewarded in teaching. Supporting teacher research clearly
involves dramatic structural and organizations! changes.
Agendasfor teacher research and schiool restructyring clearly
need to be linked. In order for teachers to brgin to play a
prominent role in identifying and studying i-:portant school
and district issues, standard school routines and practices
would have .o be altered and power and decision-making
distributed among teachers, spec:alists, and administrators.

In many school systems, however, teachers have not been
encourageG to work together on voluntary, self-initiated
projects or to speak out with authority about instructional,
curricular, and volicy issues. When groups of teachers have
the opportunity to work together as highly professionalized
teacher-researchers, they become increasingly articulate
about issues of equity, hierarchy, and autonomy, and in-
creasingly critical of the technocratic model that dominates
much of school practice. The need for highly professional-
ized teachers is consonant with Aronowitz and Giroux's
(1985) call for teachers as “transformaiive intelleciuals”
who have the potential to resist what Apple (1986) refcrs to
as “deskilling” mandates and to change their own teaching
practices. In arecent collection of case studies conducted by
teachers of writing, editors Bissex and Bullock (1987) sug-
gest that “by becoming researchers teachers take control
over their classrooms and professional lives in ways that
corifound the traditional definiticx of teacher and of fer proof
that education can reform itself from within” (p. xi). In the
same vein, they also argue that teacher research is a natural

continued on next page
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agentofchznge: “doing classroom research changes te achers
and the texching profession from the inside out, frym the
botton: up, through changes in teachers themselves. And
therein lies the power” (p. 27). While we agree with the
direction of these claims, we are concerned about school
rcform that depends primarily on the efforts of teachers
withoutschool restructuring. Because many features of school
systems constrain bottom-up, inside-out reform, it secms
unlikely that systems traditionally organized to facilitate top-
down change will readily acknowledge and build upon the
potestial impact of teacher-initiated reforms. Furthermore,
as teachers empower themselves by adopting a more public
and auhoritative stance on their own practice, they are more
likely to create the countexts for their own students ‘o be
empowered as active learners. Ironically, and indeed unfor-
tunately, many school systems are slow to realize the potent
link between teacher research and enhariced student leaming.

A variety of arrangements have been proposed to enable
teachers 10 do research. These include: reduced loads, re-
leased time, paid overtime, or summer seminars or institutes
in which teachers write and reflect about their teaching
practices (Mohr & MacLean, 1987); collaborative networks.
study groups, or research teams; opportunities to visit volun-
tarily the classroon:s of teachers in other grade levels, subject
areas, schools, and school districts; financial support for their
research projects; and a variety of formal and informal
chranels for the dissemination of teachers’ work. The most
important factor in determining where and how these ar-
ranpgements work is whether or not school systems allow
teachers, on avoluntary basis, to participate in designing and
revising these new structures.

In order for teachers to carry out the systematic and self-
critical inquiry that teacher research entails, networks need to
beestablished and forums created by teachers so that ongoing
collaborationis possible. These networks begin tofunctionas
intellectual communiies for teachers who, morz typically,
are isolated from one another. Two examples in which we are
involved are PhilWP (The Philadelphia Writing Project, a
school-university parinership and urban site of the National
Writing Project at the University of Pennsylvania) and Proj-
ect START (“Student Teachers as Researching Teachers,” a
school-univessity collaborative teacher education program).
Both involve groups of experienced and beginning teachers
who meet regularly to read, write, problem-solve, and par-
ticularly, to ask cach other a wide range of questions about
theory and practice,

In PhilWP, teachers engage in several forms of teacher
26

research. Teachers bring their journals and students’ writing
collected over time to monthly meetings where they conduct
staff reviews, frame and reframe their questions, and reflect
on children’s work. So far four collections of teacher essays,
entitled Work in Progress, include informal analyses of
classroom practice, adaptations of oral presentations, pro-
posals for curriculum revision, and commentaries on issues
in teachers’ work lives. The cross-visitation program, in-
vented and designed by project teachers, makes it possible
during the school day for teachers to visit, be visited by, and
consult with other teachers not in the project. Teachers: tudy
collaboratively therange and variation of writing that oucurs
across classrooms and schools, A smaller research group is
documenting the evolution of the cross-visitation program as
a model of collegial learning and staff development.

In Project START experienced teachers, student teachers,
and teacher educators work together in three settings which
support teacher research—weekly in-school meetings of
teacher-researcher teams composed of three to four student
teachers, their cooperating teachers, and oneuniversity super-
visor, monthly meetings at the university of all the teacher
research teams, and the graduate course in which these
student teachers are concurrently enrolled. These three set-
tings provide the contexts in which participants study learn-
ing a~d teaching in single classrooms from their three per-
spectives and make comparisons across classrooms and
grade levels as well as across urban and suburban, independ-
ent and public, and smali and large schools. Student teachers,
cooperating teachers and supervisors also keep dialogue
journals on theoretical as well as practical issues. Through
weckly and monthly meetings they inquire into ways to
observe children, form cla :ioom communities, and ask
questions about and plan for language and literacy develop-
ment in the classroom.

Although we are arguing that teacher research constitutes a
legitimate ~ £ formal knowledge about teaching, its
status ar -have ’ to be determined by school-based
teachers, wneinterpreti:  community for whom it is primarily
intended. Just as university researchers have evolved a
complex set of criteria and standards for judging the quality
and contribution of research in the academic community,
teachers over time will develop a similarly complex set of
standards for evaluating the research generated in and for
their community,

We are not suggesting that teacher research ought to be the
entire agenda for the enhanced professionalization of teazh-
ing. There are obviously complex problems involved even in
calling for teacher research, Certainly, as Myers (1985)
rightly argues, “tclling teachers they should do teacher re-
scarch is...an inadequate way to begin” (p. 126). To encour-
age teacher rcsearch, we must first address incentives for



teachers, the creation and mainteriance of supportive net-
works, the reform of rigid organizational patterns in schools,
and the hierarchical power relationships that characterize
most of schooling. Nor are we arguing that teacher research
ought to occupy a privileged position in relation to research
on teaching in gener: 1. To resolve the problematic relation-
ship between academic research and teacher research it will
be necessary to confront directly controversial issucs of
voice, power, ownership, status and role in the broad educa-
tional community. If school and university researchers begin
to address these problems, perhaps the issues dividiig re-
search on teaching and teacher resear-h will become insiead
catalysts to enhance research in both communities.

Through their research, teachers can contribute to the critique
and revision of existing theory by describing discrepant and
paradigmatic cases as well as providing data that grounds or
mcves toward alternative theories. What teachers bring will
alter, and not just add to, what is known about teaching. As
the body of teacher research accumulates, it wilt undoubtedly
prompt reexamination of current assumptions about learners,
language and classroom processes.
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Exchanging Writing,
Exchanging Cultures

ool J., a thoughtful and articulate ninth-grade boj tracked in a very

low level English class in the San Francisco Bay Arca, after a year

of being involved in a cross-cultural exchange of writing between

his class and a class in London, reveals in an interview, “It’s rcally
new and funto write to an audience, you know, not just write to your teacher. Good
experience I guess.” Cool J. ¢he chose the pen name) is in one of four urban
inmer—city classes in the Bay Arca paired with four similar classes in London.
These eight clesses exchanged writing throughout the 1987-88 school year and are
part of an in-depth cross—cultural study of the tcaching and learning of writing in
the United Kingdom and the United States.

The reports of these writing exchanges show how students, many of whom have a
history of failure in school, through writing in a personally meaningful and
eng2ging school context, can begin to change their status in school. The writing
cxchanges demonstrate that to help these young adolescents succeed, schools must
make radical changes, changes that reach far beyond what the current educational
reformmovementi:  asidering. Mostimportant, the students must be allowed to
write honestly, ard, through their writing, to come 1o terms with their personal
lives—even when those lives are sometimes not so pretty, wher they include
problems dealing with drug abuse in their neighborhoods, the mental illness of a
parent, the ravages of family alcoholism, the traumas of teenage pregnancy. The
cxchanges are designed not only to allow but to encourage students to hring their
lives and their language into the school context before an audience of peers and

teachers who take them, their experiences, and their writing scriously. As the

continued on next page
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students’ lives and experiences are valued by others, they
begin to value themselves—and to see how writing and
literacy fit into their lives. They build social connections to
writing; and on this firm base, their academic writing can
grow and develop.

Since writing is exchanged between students in the United
States and the United Kingdom, the exchanges also allow us
to compare the teaching and leamning of writing in the two
countries. Through earlier U.S, and U K. national surveys of
highly successful teachers and their students at the secondary
level, we have found a number of criticai lifferences in how
stndents are viewed by their teachers and how they leam,
First, teachers in the U.X. stress imaginative writing while
teachers in the U.S, stress critical thinking. Second, UX.
teachers think it more important to attend to the needs of
individual learners than U.S. teachers, while U.S. teachers
are more inclined to expend their energies developing the
curriculum than are their UK. counterparts. Inbothcountries
teachers focus on their students’ writing and learning proc-
esses; at the secondary level their students focus on their
written products and the grades they receive.

The UK. emphasis on the individual learner and the con-
comitant value placed on the imagination provide a firm
educational base for meeting the needs of a diverse student
body. Irene Robertson, one of the UK. teachers in the
exchange project, sent some ironic pieces from her students
to the U.S. in which she shows both how she admits her
students’ personal lives into herclassroom and how she treats
her students seriously, as imaginative individuals who do not
all fit into the cultural mainstream. Her students have
described theirneighborhood in Tottenham, which one would
imagine from reading the U.K. popular press is virtually a
black ghetto where the young are lawless, the police are
brutal, and th:re is constant racial conflict. That picture isa
grossdistortion, but the districtdoes have many problems and
the students know it. Says Robertson:

1 know that one of the things that students these days feel they
have todo, when they talk about Tottenham, talk about.. living
in Tottenham, is...they have lo try to distance themselves,
from...everybody's stereotypes of that area, and I think irony
enables them io distance themselves, without...without them
becoming totally hostile to it, and that's important, because
after allitis the place where they're going to goon living, and
I was quite delighted witha lot...a lot of their remarks about
the area,and| just thought thatwas adifferentway o, ‘writing,
Itwasn't just pleasant chat about “Here am 1, and this is who

I am, and this is what I do." It was actually offering a
discourse on a different level, (Interview, March 13, 1989)

As they work with the exchanges, the U.S. teachers provide
examples of how individual and diverse students can be
similarly valued in an American educational context. Much
of the writing these U.S. teachers allow and even encourage
would be banned in traditional classrooms. However, the
further these teachers push toward making radical departures
from standard practice that are presupposed by the exchange,
the more likely their students are to grow academically, to
find personal and social connections to writing and ulti-
mately to learning.
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Joan Cone and Susan Reed from the U.S ., and Kate Chapman
from the U.K,, write about their own and their students’
experiences being part of an audience exchange. Cone
teaches English at El Cerrito High School in El Cerrito,
California, which serves ethnically diverse students from
both middle class and low income urban neighborhoous. Her
five-course teaching load includes two sections of
twelfth—grade Advanced PlacementEnglish, one tenth-grade
honors class, and two ninth-grade remedial classes, one of
which participated in the audience exchange project. Cone
became involved in the second year of the exchange project
and participated in the project for one year.

Reed teaches at De Anza High School, located in a low
income area on the outskirts of Richmond, California. She,
too, teaches five classes a day—two basic ninth—grade writ-
ing classes, two eleventh-grade honors classes, and one class
for The Write Tcam, a cadre of writing coaches, juniors and
seniors who guide and assist freshman writers. It was one of
the basic ninth-grade writing classes that participated in the
exchange project. Like Cone, Reed joined the exchange
project in its second year and participated for one year.

Chapman teaches at Northumberland Park School in Lon-
don, a school well-known for its strong English department.
Northumberiand Park is located in the Tottenham district of
the London borough of Haringey, and many of the students’
parents work locally in factories, offices, and shops, Chapman
participated in our project for two ycars. In the second year
of the project she was teaching seven classes. Because in the
U K. classes donot meet every day, this load was equivalent
to a five—course load in the U.S. In addition to teaching,
Chapman was also, at the time of the exchange, acting deputy
head of her English department, a position entailing many
administrative duties.

Sarah Warshauer Freedman is a Professor of Education at
the University of California, Berkeley. She is Director of the
Center for the Study of Writing.



Joan Cone

Real Voices
for Real Audiences

For all of my work with response groups and my notes about
“Show don’t tell” and “Please be more specific” and “Why did the
boy make you afraid?” I had met with little success in getting my
students to develop their ideas thoroughly, to describe ¢’ racters
and events fully, to explain their feelings exactly—in short, to
wri.e with a sense of audience. Occasionally their personal
narratives would come alive with colorful detail, but for the most
part they wrote not for an interested reader but for amistake—finder
who red-pencilled misspelled word:, concentrated on penman-
ship and punctuation, and checked off assigrments. Because of
that perception of the teacher—as-audience, my students played it
safe: they wrote as little as possible and as neatly as they could;
they concerned themselves with correct headings, length of paper,
and titles; and they wrote what they thought I wanted them to say.
When Sarah Freedman asked me to join her audience exchange
project, I saw opportunities for changing my students’ perception
of audience as well as for getting to know a group of students in a
foreign country.

For the project I asked my students to do a focused free writing on
what they knew about England and how they felt about writing to
students there, hoping that writing would weaken their resistance
and get them involved. They knew that "England is a country in
Europe" (Oben) [all student names are the pseudonyras that they
chose to use for the exchange] "whose citizens speak the same lan-
guage as us” (Geya) but who "drive on the opposite side of the
road” (Run). They also knew that "England is a very pretty place
to see and famous for their Big Ben" (Ice T); that "Every year two
of our NFL football teams go to England and they have a big game
and they love it” (Easy E); and that "Boy George is from London"
(Rex). As far as their feelings about making contact with English
students, they were mostly hesitant: "I feel like I'm being forced
to write tothem" (Ice T)," Ican'treally say how I feel about writing
... because I don’t know them and I never saw them before” (Rex);
“Idon’t feel excitea because I don't really want them to knowa lot
about me" (Elaine); "I guess I feel good about it. I just wouldn't
tell a person who I don’t know anything personal "(Cool J).

Not entirely trustful of the exchange project, not knowin; the
British students, and being especially careful of their handwriting
and spelling, the students in my class wrote letters that were for the
most past stiff, brief, and formulaic;" My name is Bill, I1.m 17
years old. This is my third year of high school. I play no sports at
this school. In my spare time I like to go to parties, concerts, and
bowling. My hobbies are trains"; "My name is Elaine Jackson. I
am fourteen years old. I was born June 19, 1973, at Martinez
Hospital. Ihave one brother and two sisters. My brother’s name
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is Edward. My sisters’ nantes are Stacey and Susan";
"Hi, My name is Kex. Iam 15 years of age and I goto
El Cerrito High School in the State of California."

V/hen the first letters arrived from England, the excite-
ment began. We read the letters at the first of the period
and suggested that since there weren’t enough letters to
go around, those who got a letter should read it silently
first and then aloud to the class. Thanded out the letters
randomly. “Here's onefrom Louise. Who wantstoread
it?" “Garney?" “Marthy?” “Here's one from someone
named Titch—Ilook at her pretty writing.” Run wanted
that [ tter, artistic wath its brown ink and large calligra-
phic letters. As he read, he began to smile and then to
share his letter with the students around him. With that
letter, the success of the exchange was born. Titch's
voice shouted out ~~"Hi to all you funky def people in
9th grade, it's Titch"—and took control of not just
Run’s but a number of other boys’ hearts in Room 606
as well.

Because of that perception of the
teacher—as—audience, my students played it
safe: they wrote as litile as possible and
as neatly as they could; they concerned
themselves with correct headings, length of
paper, and titles; and they wrote what they
thought I wanted them to say.

Titch was not the only Burlington-Danes student my
students felt they knew after the first letter. There were
others-—like Marisa who had an unkind word to say
about everyone in her class and Garney who wrote
moving, descriptions of her family and her religion and
Ream who LOVED American television shows, looked
justlike BRUCE WILLIS, and used three exclamation
marks and four capitalized words per sentence. There
were Louise and Tootsie and Ahmed. These were the
students my students talked about and whose letters
they read and reread on the bulletin board. These were
the students my students wanted to emulate, even to the
point of using their language—"mum,” "maths,” and
“tuck” and other Britishisms they had picked up from
movies and television comerly routines. These werc the
students who were real tc my students and me, real
becausc we could hear their voices in their writing.

A few days later when we started work on our first

official exchange paper there was no resistance. After

continued on next page
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Real Voices for Real Audiences

continued from previous page

discussing general topics to include in an autobiography, my
students went to the compnters and began composing.

One problem I had with the autobiography assignment was
that my students had a hard time addressing a general audi-
ence. Whenthey did notfeel that their autobi ography-writing
voices allowed them to speak to the Burlington-Danes stu-
dentseffectively, they switched to their letter~writing voices.
“We stay in Baster Hill but, as I'told you awhile back, I stay
withmy grandmother because she is afraid” (Short T). “Now
letme tell you alittle about what I like to do on weekends and
when we don’t have school” (Elaine). “I really enjoy going
to El Cerrito High School. Butsometimes it can be areal p—
in the a—. You know what I was going to say” (Rex).

At first I was frustrated with their switch from addressing a
general audience to a specific audience but decided that if I
insisted that they stop speaking directly to the students in
England or to one student in particular,  would be interfering
with their developing awareness of voice, so I stepped back.

Over the course of the year my students sent more writing
than they received. Occasionally they complaired about the
imbalance—*I waited for you guys to write us back, but you
neverdidsoI decided to write to you"—but for the most part,
they accepted the fact that they were sending more pieces and
writing longer pieces than the British students. The disparity
in frequency and length did not dampen my students’ interest
in the exchange project. Once their initial reticence had dis-
appeared, they wrote openly and enthusiastically to their
British counterparts. In her April 19th letter, Geya wrote, “I
was sitting in my classroom wondering when your class was
going to write again, I was hoping to get a letter or some-
thing... I guessIwill startby telling you about my school life.
Everyone at school that knows me says I'm a nerd. The
reason for that is because I like to write. Whenever I'm
supposed to write a paragraph I don't; I write a page. Every-
one tells me that I wrote a book and that really makes me
angry.” Although my students loved reading the work of the
British students and getting to know them through their
writing, they did not look upon the exchange as a dialogue.
They talked about the British writers and discussed their per-
sonalities and writings, but never once initiated writing a
response toa particular piece of writing. My students viewed
the exchange as a performance opportunity for which the
British students served as audience, an audience that was to
be courted and moved and entertained.

This summer as Ireread my students’ papers I was moved by
two significant changes in their writing, changes that I think
are directly attributable to our participation in the audience

exchange project: their writing became longer and more
detailed and it took on a clear personal voice.

As the year went along my students stopped playing it safe
with short, perfunctory essays that filled space but revealed
little about what they knew and felt. Gone, for example, were
Cool J's skeletal paragraphs filled with unelaborated state-
ments. In the first weeks of the school year he wrote, “I am
14 years old. I was born at Kaiser Permanente in Oakland,
California. I live with both my parents. My father is a
minister.” In his autobiography, directed toward his British
audience, he wrote, “My brother’s name is Carter Lee Free-
man. He got his middle name from my father. My brotheris
22 years old. He is the best basketball player in the world. He
is a senior at Sacramento State University and the starting
guard onthe basketball tear. Ihope heis good enoughtoplay
pro-basketball. I think he is, but I am not a pro coach.”

Over the course of the year their personal narratives doubled
inlength, On September 14, Geya wrote a personal narrative,
“Getting Even,” of 176 words. In February her personal
narrative on animpetuousdeed was 473 words long. The first
story Ice T wrote contained 140 words and nine paragraphs—
one sentence per paragraph. His February personal narrative
had 224 words and two well-developed paragraphs.

My students alsoresponded in detail tothe Burlington-Danes
students’ essays on serious topics such as abortion and
arranged marriages. One British student’s paper on cocaine
elicited page~long reactions from several of my studziiis who
shared their concerns as well as their experiences with drugs.

The more they wrote the more comfortable they became in
letting their personalities come through in their work. Sev-
eral students took on nicknames and wrote rap songs for the
students in England. Run went from “Hi. My name is Run.
Iam 15 years old,” to “When I was born I was def as can be/
I was like a person on Dynasty/ Soon I reached my first day
of school/ And all sucker kids I didrule/ Years flew by I began
to grow/ To the fresh young rapper that you now know. .”

Their narratives, too, began to have a personal voice. “One
day while playing strike—out with my cousin Worm, I broke
a window. This is how it happened. We were playing in the
church parking lot which is shaped like a square or a box.
There is a house right in back of the lot where we bat. And
it just so happened that a window is right behind the fence.
We had played there over a hundred times and never had any
problem. Until that day...”

And eventually their expository writing took on a personal
voice. Inanessay on the effects of drugs onsociety, B-Y, for
example, referred to an article hehad read about adrug-related
crime in the local community, interweaving a narrative
account of this crime into his exposition: “I read in the
newspaper a few months back about a lady who was pregnant
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with twins. She gave birth to one and left it in the toilet
wrapped up in paper towels, and she went into the front room
" to finish smoking coke. Then she went into the bathroom
againto give birth to the other baby. After she gavebirth, she
left it on the bathroom floor. She didn’t call the police or
ambulance until she started losing consciousness. When the
police got there the babies were dead. The mother was taken
to the hospital and when she was well she was taken to jail,
That is a damned shame."”

In the beginning my students thought of the: British students
as a group of critical readers, much like th: teachers they had
been writing for. Easy E spoke for the ciass when he wrote,
“When Mrs. Conefirst told the class that we would be writing
to kids in England I didn't really care. I just thought Mrs.
Cone was making up another assignment but I was wrong.”
When my students read Titch and her classmates’ letters of

introduction, they met a new kind of audience, a group of
readers who spoke in a lively language and who wanted to get
acqua'nted with themthrough writing. The Burlington—-Danes
audience provided my students with a performance opportu-
nity they had not met before in school writing. Once they saw
that writing could provide astage for them to perform on, that
writing made them like actors showing off—showing off
their ideas and their experiences and their language—they
changed. They began with their letter voices but as the year
went along they broadened their range, handling narrative
voice and exposition. And they used their voices to engage
their audience, to make their readers understand their favorite
holidays, their impetuosity, their playfulness, their history,
their literary perceptions, their hurts, theirromances, their joy
at improving as writers this year. The Burlington-Danes
students heard them and applauded. So did I.

Susan Reed

London Calling

“London?”
“Who?"

Thad theirattention. My Period 6 students were going to write
to students in London all year long as part of a project of ti.c
Center for the Study of Writing at U.C. Berkeley: aU.S.-U K.
audience exchange project involving a handful of Bay Area
classes and London area classes. Researchers would study
student writing in both settings. My ninth gradersatDe Anza
High School in Richmond, California, would write to a fourth
form class at Gladesmore School in Tottenham, London.

Who are my students? Urban kids of many colors in a school
where racial and ethnic minorities make a majority. They are
14, 15, and 16 year olds (some have taken and failed English
1 before). Many have attendance problems, especially in
classes after junch. Some come in from out back where, at
lunch, the stoners live. Some have been mainstreamed from
E.S L. classes. Some are special education students who are
mainstreamed to this basic English class. All of these
students are swimmers in the pool of low stanine kids we
teach in tracked #cctions in my district.

"‘hey were wary r.ut from the start when I passed out the
University of California parental permission forms. They
n2eded a signature to be human subjects of aresearch study.
“Human subject? Study my writing?"

Researchers, including Sarah Freedman from U.C. Berkeley
(“that Sarah girl,” as one of my students referred to her in her
log) and Alex McLeod from the University of London, were
in the room often enough to keep the students aware of their
human subject status. Students were observed, interviewed
andtaped. Other visitors dropped by, including areporterand
photographer from the local newspaper.

But as my class began to exchange writing with the UX.
class, they begantoperceive themselves as having ajob todo.
I mean, they had an audience over there of real kids who
needed straightening out on quite a few things, like the “in”
musical groups in the U.S. and the number of TV channels
most of us receive. For some reason students over there
believed that we Americans receivedonly four channels. My
students wrote about jammed lockers and short lunch periods
atDe Anza. They explained what it means to graduate from
an American high school. They described Bay Area attrac-
tions such as the streets of Berkeley, the Santa Cruz Board-
walk, and the San Pablo Reservoir. They shared experiences:
whatitis like to live with an alcoholic father, what it feels like
to run away from home and to come home again. Life’s ups
anddowns. They gotinvolved and they had something Lo say.

Early in the year, working in groups was a new idea for most
of them, accustomed as they were to solo and remedial drill
work. Any social activity was associated in their minds witi1
losirg points. The class began getting regular help inrunning
response groups fromthe Write Yeam, a group of peer writing
coaches we have at De Anza, These coaches gave the writers
positive feedback on “how it sounds” rather than “what you
should fix." These coaches helped them get used to working

continued on next page
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together and to writing for an audience besides their teacher,
Talking became necessary rather than subversive; revising
became something more than recopying.

A general spirit of comraderie developed in the room. I noted
in my own log as early as November, “Never have I had a
class like this one that lingers over what the bell just ended.
They left the room still talking about their writing.”

My role in the classroom began to change early in the year.
Iwasn’t chief evaluator any more; I was a coach. This class
wasn't writing to my assignments for a grade I gave them.
Instead, I was coaching them to write for a real audieice
outside the classroom. I took roll, gave credit for drafts and
finished pieces, talked with students about their drafts. I
provided them with models of different kinds of writing they
mighttry and helped themfind proofreacders forone another’s
work (resisting the urge to take over their picces and “fix”
them myseli so that London wouldn’t see any deficiencies).

The atmosphere in the room changed so dramatically thatthe
contracts I had always used in low stanine classes became an
embarrassment to me. Assigning points for such behavior as
bringing a pencil or having a positive attitude or working
attentively all period just became irrelevant and insulting.

Ievenstopped putting grades on individual finished pieces of
writing and nobody seemedtonotice. As long asIkept giving
credit for process and conferring regularly with themn about
how their wesk was going, grades on final products were
unimportant; finishing a piece and 1 ailing it off was what
mattered. Getting aresponse didn’t even seem to be essential
since their interest survived a long silence from England
during a teachers’ strike at Gladesmore,

Aside from the computer hook-up between De Anza and
Gladesmore, the formal exchange of writing is over this year;
grant monies have run out; data need to be studied and
published. What have Ileamed from the experience of being
ateacher involved in this study?

I've learned collaboration between a university and a public
high school is a gift to the teachers and to the student.;
involved. Astheuniversity researchers gathered information
about the audience exchange, we benefitted. No question.
The exchange project was the key to changing roles in my
classroom. My students wrote to a real audience, and I had
the chance to be a learner in their midst rather than a teacher
in front.

I feel so strongly about what we accomplished together last
year that I asked to keep the same group of students again for
another year. Most of my students, exceptforthosc whowere
repeaters, are back again this year in English 2, Tuey are no
longer tracked as basic or remedial or low stanine this year.
Last year’s exchange group has been joined this year by
several students who have never been labelled “underachiev-
ing” as well as by three more mainstreamed special ed stu-
dents; the course now is aregular English 2 section—actually
2p (for general college prep). Now, at least, students wishing
to apply to college will receive English credit for the course,
not the case for the low stanine courses. Because of the way
the class now runs—as a writing workshop—1I offer help as
needed and work with each student to set individual goals for
the course.

This year, with the structure for the
exchange already setin p'ace, we’ll ask
more questions ourselves, take a closer look
at what is happening in ou» own room.

I've collected evidence of what I've always known: people
rise 10 what is expected of them. Rather than follow my
students around with talk of making up their deficiencies and
their mis.akes and their missing assignments, I know I can
givetherasomething real to do—like tell somebodyelse what
they thiik about their world. This year we will continue to
exchange computer messages with Gladesmore. Also, with-
out University support, we will write to students in ancther
London class at Morpeth School in Bethnal Green. My
students can keep foldeis of their own finished work—
photocopies of writing actually sent to somebody along with
collections of notes and drafts that led to that writing. They
can see for themselves what they've done and celebrate it.

Iknow that this year my students and I will keep changing and
looking at the changes. Instead of collecting data for some-
body else to consider and evaluate later, we will be
“learner-researchers” ourselves, not human subjects. Why
miss an opportunity to learn more about our own learning?
The researcher role suits my students. They all kept London
logslast yearso they learned toreflect on what was happening
intheir own writing. They were also able tomake some rather
astute observations about the exchange writing. Onetitne we
received what seemed to be a classroom assignment: some
imp3rseaal descriptions of Tottenham landmarks with ac-
compatying photographs. Several of my students asked,
“Why aren't they writing to us?™ “Who are these for?”

This year, with the structure for the exchange already set in
place, we’ll ask more questions ours~lves, take a closer look
at what is happening in our own room. Active learning is
what people call it these days. How do models help with
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writing? How do response partners help with revision? How

.are we changing as writers? Ican tackle questions like these
inmy own log and do my own teacher research. My students
canaddress the same issues intheir logs andin self-evaluations
as they finish final drafts and as they come to the end of each
quarter.

Thinking about Period 6 reminds me of a little Robert Frost
poem:

We dance round ’ .1 a ring and suppose,
But the Secret sits in the middle and knows.

Afterayear of sitting among my students in the middle of my
classroom as a research participant and as a coach, I'm be-
ginning to know that the secret is sitting in the middle after
all,

Kate Chapman

The Response Factor

Knowing exactly who is going to be reading your work is a
crucial factor in determining your attitude towards it. When
we write we are putting ourselves onthe line. Judgeitharshly
and our self-esteem takes a blow. Isee this all thetime asa
teachcr. My students identify their sense of zelf with their
work. Their developing confidence as learners is nurtured by
an understanding, supportive audience which is interested
primarily in the content of what is said, read or written. I
regularly read my tutor group’s course folders and books.
There, I often seemany teachers’ responses to students’ work
and they are basically critical elaborations of the mistakes
made in achieving accepted notions of literacy and numer-
acy. Many of the students I teach suffer from having low
opinions of themselves and of their work. This is a problem
which is surely reinforced by insensitive responses from the
readers of their writing. In the second year of the Exchange
Projectmy aim. were similar to those in the first year but now
T also wanted the students to be aware of the importance for
writers of having the content of writing sensitively validated
(for themselves and for others). I felt that this could provide
further motivation for more active involvement in writing as
areal communication. This is something, Ithink, which does
not happen enough in schools.

Before both classes began writing to the American students,
many expressed fears about how their work would be re-
ceived. They worried that they would feel shamed and hurt
if the Americans laughed or were too critical. Daniel made
this very clear replying to a question about why he was
anxious: I thought the students might laugh at my work and
be jokey about it.

Interestingly enough this anxiety is remembered by Daniel
who was very keen to tell his partniers that he took their work
very seriously. Infact he opens hisresponse letter to Blizwell
with the sentence, I didn't laugh at your work because |
thought it was very very good and very detailed like the other
piece of work I read by your best friend JRW.

Many expressed fears about being humiliated by the fact that
the American students might find what they had to say
laughable. There was an initial reaction from both classes
that they had to prove their worth. Veronica wrote in
response to the question, How does this writing compare
with other writing that you do in school? It would have more
detail in the American s’ *dents’ work because they live ina
different state to us so we try to impress them by writing
neater and with more effect into our work.

Receiving the first pieces of work causzd many sighs of
relief as my students saw that the work was sent by ordinary
children. Not special. Not mini~teachers, but individuals
writing about their lives in similar ways ...

It was now important to be understood. Now there was a real
reason to explain things properly and to use the detail re-
quired for “effective” communication, This ranged widely
from long class projects to informal letters and the more
formalized “response” letters which I set up after the class
had received much of the Americans’ writing. These in-
cluded personal descriptions of childhood accidents, hair-
styles, knowledge about car mechanics, and so on. Aspects
of their lives which mattered to them. For Christos, “geiting
the explanation right” created two pages of writing on A4
paper which described how to play cricket (a creditable
attempt which I understood). The classes were genuinely
interested in each other and through their writing they were
able to build up an informative dialogue. The clarity anu
style of writing was thus rendered important because it was
their only method of cemmunication.

Theneed to “perform” had teen transformed from anoutside
pressure to “measure up” to a personal desire to involve,
interest, inform, entertain, manipulate and “move.” For
example, Danicl wanted to ... make *hem qfraid (in his
description of a Russian satellite which was apparently out
of control) ... of what was happening and where it might
land,

For others the sheer pleasure of being able to utilize their
“expertise” in telling others about their intcrests was an

continued on next page
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important aspect of the project; e.g., Oben, a reluctant writer,
now had the opportunity to write about his obsession, snakes,
which he did in a thorough manner, even including a part of
one of his snake's shedded skin in his work.

Through the work which was swapped and the letters which
were exchanged, the American students gradually became
“real.” Some students became quite emotionally involved
and were able to empathize strongly (empathy being aquality
we value in aresponse to a text). This is clearly evidenced in
Jane's response to the autobiography sheread, ... But when !
got to the part when I found out one of her cats had died |
didn’t laugh at ail. 1 felt quite sad and I guess Kitty felt that
was as well let alone lonely.

The developing “friendships” meant that as the year pro-
gressed the students demanded more say in what was written,
They realized that they were the experts in deciding what
their audience might like to read.

The Response Letters

After we had received the American students’ autobiogra-
phies, spooky stories, and some personal letters, I felt the
class was ina good position torespond directly to the writing.
They'd already sent their own autobiographies and other
more informal letters. I wanted to develop their responses
further. Idecided to talk through with them ways of respond-
ing which showed the recipient that their work had been read
andthought aboutas well. I wantedto encouragemy students
to personally relate to the writing. Ifelt it was important for
them to take another student's writing seriously in this way.
I devised a worksheet to help them structure their ideas. I
wanted the writing to be read thoroughl y—not just skimmed,
or just admired for the decorations, photographs or drawings,
which could happen if there was no responsibility to re-
spond—and then explore the writing as text, including pick-
ing out sections to comment on and discuss. Ialso encour-
aged them to include ideas which the writing evoked for
them. The results are relaxed and successfully integrate
response with reflection. For example, Jason's letter opens,
To Micky. I read your Autobiography and enjoyed it. I can
see you like making models. 1 have quite afew. I only make
Planes or Helicopters. I have a big model of Concorde and
have seenboth Concordes at Heathrow airport. The best part
1 liked of your Autobiography was about Halloween. I think
it was real pood, have you seen the film Halloween I and 2.
On Halloween in England some of us go trick or treut but we
don’tdress up alot like you do. Stavros writes at length about
the sections he likes in Jenny's spooky story and winds up by
saying, I can’t understand why you would never walk on 33

The developing “friendships” meant that
as the year progressed the students
demanded more say in what was writien.
They realized that they were the experts
in deciding what their audience
might like to read.

Street again, not even for a milliondollars, but if that was me
1 do it for half a million dollars. A shy student who hardly
ever speaks to the girls in his class, he finds courage through
writing to be quite personal with a girl he’s never met. Atthe
end of his response letter he writes, / can see that you like
hearts avery lot because you got hearts on you at the front of
Yyour Autobiograpy and you was wearing a heart jumper and
on your response letter at the top.

The students responded carefully to the details which struck
then: as particularly interesting. Farah was very clear about
what she liked about Andy’s story. We got your spooky tale ;
stories and I found yours good. At least in the end Cindy,
Brendaand Liz didn't getkilled, like in some of the storiesmy
friends got! ...1 liked the way Brenda turned out notto be such
a scaredy-cat gfter all. And they turned that old man over to
the cops. Whilst James was particularly struck by the luxury
of having a whole house to yourself on a Sunday moming, /
like the most ... your typical Sunday with your mum and dad
waking up at 1:00 p.m. and you having the house to yourself
would be nice for me. Butmy mum and dad getup at9:00a.n.
then my brother who is 5 years older than me gets up at 8:00
a.m. so 1 never have the house for myself,sol go out with my
brother fo. a game of snooker.

In my journal | noted that The letters were very friendly,
they've really gt the idea of being a sympathetic audience,
e.g. Attila, ‘I'll \ry not to be insulting—'ll try and put it a
better way." The letters are relaxed and they are responding
very much as if they were their friends.

We had discussed as a class .he importance of being sympa-
thetic to each other’s work and about how you can help to
build confidence. Infact many of the students had begun to
work much more collaboratively, helping one another with
drafting and ideas, and they appreciated the value of this.
These letters reveal their sensitivity to the other students as
learners. Theyhad connected their own feelings of insecurity
about writing vutside themselves to realize that others might
feel the same way 100, They had received letters whe'e the
students had been enthusiastic about their work, responding
positively to what they had written, and they had understood
the importance of that support and encouragement for them-
selves. Jane writes openly about what shie was trying to doin
herresponse letter. Inmy responses ... I was trying to help by
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saying how interesting it was. How much I enjoyed reading
it. I'think I made Kitty more confident about writing and
drawing because I don’ think she was too sure. To be quite
honest I wasn't really sure of what [ was writing but Kitty
made me jeel really confident about my work.

I feel that my students’ progress as developing writers went
hand-in-hand with adeveloping confidence inthemselves as
individuals who had something to say. Far from finding hu-
miliation and rejection from their audience, they found cn-
couragement and acceptance. Inrcturn they offered similar
nurturing, All this is a far cry from the usual red-inked
corrective treatment of students’ writing,
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Editor's Note

Because this issue of The Quarterly reaches you as the
summer months begin their warm and lazy unfolding, |
am devoling this space to weaving some patierns of
summertime reading, connecting the articles in this
issue to other reading that seems to me 1o go well with
them, making the audacious assumption that summer
gives us time for strefching our reading hours in ways
that they will not stretch during the academic year.

We begin with Sarah Warshauer Freedman's descrip-
tion of the wriling exchange that she and Alex McLeod
have been orchestrating between classrooms in the 1.8,
and the U K., adding the voices of three of the teachers
involved in this exchange, Joan Cone, Susan Reed, and
Kate Chapman. Survey information revealing what
goes on in classrooms in both countries is reported in
National Surveys of Successful Teachers of Writing
and Their Students: The United Kingdom and the
United States (CSW Technical Report No. 14) by
Freedman and McLeod. This study extends Freedman's
earlier look at writing instruction in U.S. schools,
described in Response to Student Writing (NCTE,
1987).

Angus Dunstan writes in “Building a Literate Commu-

nity” about an advanced Summer Literature Institute at
U.C. Santa Barbara. A companion to Dunstan’s article
is Marjorie Roemer’s “Literate Cultures: Multi-Voiced
Classrooms” (The Quarterly 11, 1) in which Roemer,

like Dunstan, discusses the destabilizing implications
of shifting pedagogy from traditions that have driven
litcrary study for countless decades. Hlustrating the
ideas discussed by Dunstan and Roemer, Valerie Hobbs
shows in “Collective Survival: Using Question Journals
in the Classroom” (The Quarterly, 10,4 ) whai it’ s like
lo lead a university literature course in which tradi-
tional approaches are eschewed.

In “Electronic Writing: The Autobiography of a Col-
laborative Adventure,” Jane Zeni Flinn writes about
composing collaboraltively on the computer, creating a
lext-on-text as she shows us the collaborating process,
the collaborated-on text that the process produced, and
an interwoven narrative by which she muses on both
process and product. That a single technology encour-
aged this multi-layered composing is cause for amaze-
ment. A different kind of account of the amazing possi-
hilities of 1 " growing technology is Glynda Hlull' s
essay, “Literacy, Technology, and the Underprepared:
Notes Toward a Framework for Action” ('he Juarterly
10, 3).

Two book reviews round owt this issue of The Quarterly.
Art Peterson reviews Toby Fulwiier’ s The Journal Book
and Jerry Herman reviews William Zinsser's Writing 1o
Learn, both werthwhile additions to any summer
reading list.

From Berkeley and Tie Quarterly office, we wish you
happy reading and a fruitful summer. M
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Angus Dunstan

Building a Literate Community: Report from an
NEH Literature Institute for Teachers

The South Coast Writing "’roject at U.C. Santa Barbara
recently received a grant from the National Endowmeat for
the Humanities to conduct a Literature Institute for Teachers
(LIT). The idea was to bring together experienced classroom
teachers from all grade levels (K-College) and distinguished
literary scholars to explore the theory and practice of teaching
literature. We demonstrated successful classroom strategies,
wrote responses to primary texts and to literary theory,
examined our own reading practices as we tackled several
canonical texts (The Tempest, Paradise Lost, and Waiden),
and considered the implications of recent developments in
literary theory for curriculum and pedagogy. We also lcoked
for ways in which a process-oriented approach to writing
instruction might be adapted to tLe teaching of literature, We
arrived at a set of working principles to guide our teaching
practice, principles which overturned some of our most
ingrained and strongly held convictions.

LITisnot yet over. We continue to meetregularly, toread and
write together, and to practice our new principles in the
laboratory of the classroom. I offer these working principles
here in the context of the new California English Language
Arts Framework which also calls for a radical rethinking of
tiaditional instruction in reading and literature.

This emphasis on meaning-making
does not imply that literary history and
literary criticism have no place in the
teaching of literature. It does suggest that
they have occupied center sicge in literature
classrooms for too long...

10

Teach Reading as a Meaning-Making Actlvity

We begin with the assertion that Literary knowledge is not so
much a body of facts as a procedure for mal ‘ng meaning.
While it is true that a literate person may indeed know all the
classical allusions in a poem like “The Waste Land,” it is
more important that she know how to go about figuring them
out, confident that her curicsity is the mark of a sensitive
reader rather than evidence ¢f herignorance. Teaching litera-
ture, then, becomes less a matter of passing on: e received
wisdom of a discipline and more a matter of initiating
students into the language and processes of that discipline. It
is the difference between teaching about themes, imageryand
symbolism as if these were literary facts to be memorized (“a
rosemeanslove”), and focusing attention on howto use these
terms to address some of the interpretive questions engaged
readers raise. This emphasis on meaning-making does not
imply that literary nistory and literary criticism have no place
in the teaching of literature. It does suggest that they have
occupied center stage in literature classrooms for too long

leaving many students convinced that our literary heritage is
inaccessible to them unless they have the service of an
“expe!'[.”

No single issue addressed in LIT caused greater problems,
both at the theoretical level and at the level of personal
response, than the changed locus of classroom authority
which this view of meaning implies. If teaching literature
involves us in acts of meaning-making, the teacher no longer
necessarily occupiesher former privileged position as arbiter
of meaning. If the meaning and significance of literary texts
is to be found neither in some Platonic sphere nor in the notes
of critics and scholars but in transactions which new readers
make with texts, then the classroom has to become a place
where students are free to make those transactions, unhin-



dered by the sense that the teacher has the correct interpreta-
tion. Reading then becomes a potentially liberating activity,
requiring conversation and negotiation and carrying the
possibility of discovery. As long as meaning is thought to
resiae primaly in texts and secondarily in the notes of
teachers and critics, as many teachers still seem to believe, it
can be appropriated by “experts” and passed on, in amore or
less benevolently despotic fashion, to students. But when our
definition of meaning changesfrom“something apprehended”
to “the result of a transaction made new each time a text is
encountered,” the role of the teacher has to change, and with
it the traditional role of student as passive receiver of infor-
mation.

Create a Literate Community
in Which Such Meaning-Making Can Occur

Many classrooms are not literate communities at all but
knowledge camps where newcomers are told the rules of the
literature game. A literate community is onc. in which the
language arts—speaking, listening, reading and writing—
are encouraged by being practiced in a setting in which each
student’s contributions are valued. A literate community
assumes its members have something valuable to contribute.
The teacher’s primary role in the creation of acommunity of
readers is to make possible the kin. of conversation out of
whichmeaning will z.nerge. This does not mean that teachers
must hide their knowledge and insights but it does require a
sense of shared ends and a commitment to share responses. In
practical terms this implies a sharp reduction in the delivery
of lectures in which texts are explained to students as if they
were writtenin a foreign language, and the establishment of
dialogues—student to student and teacher to student—in
which interpretations are developed, negotiated and refined,
A literate community encourages such sharing because it is

founded on the premise that meaning-making is a dynamic

process.

In addition to heracquired knowledge about a given text and
the accumulation of interpretations she has built up, a good
teacher has rnother, potentially more valuable asset to share
with her students—she is a skilled reacder. Many students do
not know from their non-school experience how an experi-
enced reader works. They may know what quarterbacks do,
and what interviewers, nurses and police officers do because
they have seen them do their work inreal life and on TV. But
mostreading takes place in silence, in private, so it is critical,
particularly for students at ris ;, that the literature tcacher
demonstrate reading and interpretation in her classroom.

How can thisbe done? All toooften we spend ourtime asking
questions to which we already know the answers, making up
quizzes, lecturing, and making students feel inadequate as
readers by explaining the “hidden meaning” of stories and
poems. We work on comprehension, one end-product of
reading, rather than on the process of reading itself. Instead

Q

Many students do not know from their
non-school experience how an
experienced reader works.

we might, for example, read in class a poem we have notread
before and then demonstrate the way a literate person goes
about figuring things out, including the problems that elude
us. We might keep our own reading response journals and
share them with ourstudents, showing them the questions we
cannot answer and our own attempts to grapple withdifficult
issues. We might listen more carefully to our students’
interpretive problems instead of pre-empting discussion with
our own well-formulated views.

What we might try to do, in short, is to make the classroom
a place where students learn what it means to entertain
fictional worlds, not a place where they learn to wait for the
answers. We could try to make the discussion in our class-
rooms more like the kind of talk we engage in with each other
when we talk about books. We need to do this so that our
students will learn the qualities of attention, openness and
tolerance which a literate community demands of its mem-
bers.

Make the Coltaborative Learning yroup
the Building Block: of Your Literate Community

A collaborative leaming group is one in which prople puol
their knowledge and resonses to solve some prc.,i~n and
where each member shar.s responsibility for the task at hand.
It is a natural setting for mieaning-making activities. Overthe
last few years the writing response group has become a staple
ingredient of many writing classrooms, helping students to
generateideas, revise the. r thinking, and de-center authority.
Butin thestudy of literatu e, very often the primary modes of
delivery are still lectures and large group discussions, which
are th .mselves often simply teacher monologues interrupted
by two or three articulat:: students,

When readers work together in groups to share readings and
study problems of interpretation, a number of things can
happen, as we discovered when we worked together in this
fashionin LIT. We realized that, far from being dispassionate
and objective students of literature, we are all situated read-
ers, all written uponby our ow1’ worldly experiences in ways
thatinfluence our readings dramatically and which incline us
to persist in the notion of one correct interpretation. We
discovered how hard it is to give up our own interpretations.
In writing groups many of us have learned how to collaboratc
and help our fellow writers say more clearly what they have
to say; wecan learn to cooperate with them witho st trying to
take control of their discourse from them. But when we read

continued on next page
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and interpret together, we often seem to be in competition for
what Sheridan Blau calls the available discursive space, as if
interpretations are uneasy existing side by side and must be
forever tussling to see who will be privileged.

In order to work effectively we must learn to play what Peter
Elbow calls, in Embracing Contraries, the believing game.
Most of our literary training, like the rest of our university
education, has been in the doubting game, and many of -~
have become accomplished players. Like Descartes, our
intellectual forebear, we leam to doubt everything until it can
be irrefutably proved; the whole academic edifice rests on
this principle. When it is the only game in town, it is not a
game that many students find attractive, A few lcarn to play
it with us but when it is applied to literature, to the exclusion
of uther approaches, too many of them leave our classes
feeling disenfranchised, convinced that reading novels and
poetry requires access to some secret code, Learning to play
the believing game, in which, instead of immediately attack-
ing or criticizing an apparently deviant reading we 100k for
reasons t0 believe and reinforce it, can be a healthy antidote
to excessive and dispiriting doubting.

Adapt What We Know About Process-Criented
Writing Instruction to the Teaching of Reading

In the National Writing Project Network we have found
certain formulae useful. We speak, for example, of “Flu-
ency—Form—Correctmess” and of “Pre-writing, Writing,
and Rewriting.” Ido notneed to rehearse here the limitations
of such formulae especially when they are transformed from
heuristics into algorithms, They can be useful, however, in
helping us to think about what we're doing when we teach
writing, and in LIT we found a few formulations about
reading; similarly helpful: “Reading teachers must read,” for
example, “Reading is re-reading,” and “Free-reading builds
fluency.”

The first of these injunctions reminds us that our own reading
and interpretive processes can be a rich source of inspiration
and ideas for our teaching. We are iikely to be on intellectu-
ally firmer ground if we base our pedagogy on the experi-
ences of actual readers rather than on our memories of past
instruction. When we say ““Reading is Re-reading,” we might
remembier how little anyone ever gets from a single reading
of a text and how little time our students have to re-read.
Imagine what would happen to your reading requirements if
you insisted that every novel be read at least twice. The
emphasis on “free-reading” might remind us of what we
know about oral language acquisition, that fluency develops
best in a genuine interactive environment with little or no

12

attention to error. We need strategies to encourage reading
widely as well asthe reading in depth we usually model when
we “analyze” a piece of literature.

Just as we have learned that tcacher intervention during the
writing process is more helpful to the writer than laborious
written comments qfter a paper is finished, so we need to
recognize the importance of our involvement in the student’s
reading process before the ubiquitous comprehension test.
One way tounderstand how astudent is reading is to have her
write about her insights and difficulties as she reads in some
kind of reading journal, When she shares these insights and
difficulties with her peers or with the teacher she can leam to
read better: her insights can be valued and she will see that
her difficulties are usually not signs of her failure to see what
everyone else sees but genuine responses to interpretive
problems in the text. We can best appreciate these problems
ourselves if we reflect more on our own reading processes
and pay somewhat less attention to our carefully prepared
notes on criticism.

1 have already suggested that we demonstrate reading and
interpretation for our students by showing them how we go
about dealig with an entirely new text. But it can go further
than this, Many writing teachers now complete (some) as-
signments along with their students; literature teachers might
benefit from reading along with their students. We are in a
wornderful position to talk about the way interpitations can
change withre-reading, since we are nften quite familiar with
the text being studied, and can demonstrate from our own
experience the ways in which readings :an build on one
another, the ways in which our responses can change over
time, and the ways in which experienced readers try to solve
interpretive problems without always requiring closure.

«the literature classroom should also be a
place where students learn what it is
to dwell on issues, to think through problems,
and to savor literary pleasures.

Finally we need to help students make the connection be-
tween reading and writing, help them to use writing as a way
of reading better, as a way of addressing issues and problems
which their reading may raise. If we think of reading as
vicarious experience, and writing as a way of re-shaping
experience, then writing about reading can become a way of
making sense of experiences which one might not have had
otherwise or whose importance one might have overlooked.

Make Time for Reading in the Classroom
Good readers are capable of paying close and careful atten-

tion totextsand of sustaining thatattentiu: ' over time. Itis this
ability to concentrate rather than the mastery of some “read-
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ing skills" which characterizes the good reader. Unable to
concenirate for long, the poor veader lacks the extensive
practice that would make her fluent; frequently what looks
like a problem of decoding, comprehension or interpretation
is simply a problem of attention. We find a similar problem
in the writing classroom; repeated errors are often not the
result of ignorance at all but simply a faiiure to notice.

-

A

When they share their own genuine responses
and pursue their own questions,
students engage in the kind of conversation
that constitutes literary discourse.

How can we encourage greater concentration without merely
exhorting students to pay attention? It is tempting to blame
some students’ short attention span on television; they are
used to the pacing of game shows and videos where one
image follows another in mind-numbing succession and
where commercial breaks make sustained attention unneces-
sary. But often our own classrooms display the same kind of
fragmentation and nervous exergy. We move rapidly and not
always logically from talk about dangling modifiers to a
discussion of theme and metaphor, from due dates toimagery
in the assigned poems. We need to slow down and worry less
about “covering the ground” and more about engaging stu-
dents in problems of meaning and interpretation.

Especially in college-prep classes and certainly in college
itself, we feel the urge to push on, toread more books, to give
our students the received critical ideas and expose them to as
much literature as possible. Clearly anything we car: do to
promote more eclectic reading is to be encournged, but the
literature classroom should also be a place where students
learn what it is to dwell on issues, to think through problems,
and to savor literary pleasures,

One way to slow down the process is to read aloud as we used
to doin elementary school. The pleasure of being read to does
not go away, and even though listening to another personread
is not the same as reading silently oneself it does provide a
model for what one’s own reading might “sound” like, Also,
when someone reads aloud in a classroom (either the teacher
or astudent), one hears more than the mere decoding of words
on the page; one hears the beginning of an interpretation.
Very often, for example, a poem can be opened up by
focusing on the different emphases given by several students
to the same line of text. Another strategy we have found
helpful is to have students repcat back words, phrases,
- sentences or larger chunks which they have found especially
striking. This “text rendering,” as we call it, keeps our
attention on the language itself for a while and allows us to
pay attention to what others have noticed in a reading. A
classroom in which such rcading aloud takes place is a
classroom which affirms the importance of the sound of

language, which allows language time to work onits readers,
and which demonstrates that texts must be sources of pleas-
ure and engagement before they can be objects of literary
study.

Give Students a Choice of Writing Tasks

One of the key ingredients in a successful writing program is
choice. Students typically do not write well on topics they
know little about or have had little time to prepare. Usually
these essays have been assigned to test what they are sup-
posed to know or understand rather than to help them find out
what they need to know. The practice of assigning topics that
seem important to us does not help students come to terms
with their own problems of interpretation even though our
topics may sometimes prompt important reflections. Instcad
of spending our time inventing questions for them, we would
dobetter encouraging and training students to formulate their
own questions which could then lead, with our encourage-
ment, toa variety of written responses, rather than only to the
traditional analysis or interpretive summary. If the only kind
of writing about literary texts students do is the critical essay,
we can hardly complain when those students fail to see the
connections literature might have to their own lives.

Students need the experience of producing their own literary
texts if they are fully to understand what is going on in the
storiesand poems they read. One could notbe expectedto talk
very knowledgeably or intelligently about baseball, for ex-
ample, without ever having played it or some similar bail
game. What one can say, as a mere spectator, is necessarily
limited. One can admire the shortstop’s ability toscoopup the
half-volley and starta double play, but someone who has tried
to play shortstop appreciates the moves so much better, and
may also have a greater sense of the beauty of ths moment.
Our students, especially our advanced students, are seldom
asked to render experience into art themselves, only to
comment, in a language that often seems opaque, on the
artistic productions of others. Writing one’s own poems or
short stories, however clumsy or naive they may be, and then
reflecting in writing on the process of iuming observed
experience into fiction, can help students see that though
literature does indeed create new worlds, it often does so by
rearranging and shaping actual events. Litcrature does not
spring fully clothed from the pens of strange creatures called
writers. The shaping, sclecting and rearranging which we
engage in quite naturally when we gossip and tell our own
stories is often v here the stories we call literature begin.

Students Need Opportunities to “Frame” Texts for
Themselves, to Discover the Ways Their Personal
Stories Connect with the Literature They Read

A good deal of traditional literaturc teaching proceeds from
the assumplion that siudents nced an instructor both to

continued on next page
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identify significant literary problems for them and to answer
them. Texts are thus “framed” by the teacher’s pedagogical
concerns and prior knowledge and experience so that stu-
dents have little inducernent to relate them to their own
experiences. Critical fashions change, however, and what
one generation regards as asignificant issue may be regarded
by the next as a side issue or no issue at all, the product of a
limited point of view. The honest responses of engaged
readers outlast critical fashions, however, 0 our emphasis
should be on encouraging those responses and then subject-
ing them to refiection and questioning. When they share their
own genuine responses and pursue their own questions,
students engage in the kind of conversation that constitutes
literary discourse. This approach does not exclude from
consideration the teacher’s responses and questions; in fact,
when teachers are seen to have genuine questions about
literary texts themselver, they are often taken more seriously
and heard more clearly when they claim to know some
answers!

One way of encouraging response to literature is to have
students tell their ownpersonal parallel stories. Inresponse to
apoem about acar journey taken as achild, for example (John
Stone’s “Coming Home"), students might be asked to write
accounts of their own car journeys. Then the question might
be asked, “How did your story help you read the poem and
how did the poem help you read your own experience?”
Using a piece of literature as an occasion for reflecting on
one’s own life has the potential both for deepening our
understanding of the literature and for re-examining our own
experiences in light of what we read.

Building on other people’s stories in this way is what we do
in ordinary conversation. When we hear someone recount an
incident at the dinner table or at a party, we are likely to offer
ourown similar story inreturn, partly because that is what we
expect in aconversation and partly because we have a natural
tendency to look for connections between our own lives and
experiences and those of others. This kind of conversation
has its own unwritten rules. The person who simply uses my
story as an excuse to tell his own, without regard for what my
story might mean, will be seen to be self-centered and his
cont:ibutions are likely to be ignored. Qur favorite conversa-
tion partners are usually those who listen intently when we
speak and then show they understand what we're saying by
the appropriateness of the qu-stions they ask and by theirown
parallel or contrasting stories. We often leave such conversa-
tions with a clearer sense of what our own experience has
meant as well as a renewed sense of our connectzdness to
other people. Perhaps we see that our perceptions of some
14

experience really were quite odd! Perhaps we recognize,
with relief, that we are not so strange after all, and that others
share our interpretive puzzles as we try to figure out why life
should be the way it is.

If these “natural interpretive strategies,” as I call them, are
applied toworks of literature, not necessarily to raplace more
formal analysis but in addition to it, our students might come
to feel that literature is not simply an arcane subject acces-
sible only to professors and critics, but something that has
relevance for their own lives.

The Goal of Instruction Should Be to Open up Literary
Texts Rather Than to Close Them Down Prematurely

The teacher who has taught Hamlet for years and who knows
it intimately is sorely tempted to explain it all to students,
especially when she sees them getting boggeddowninaplace
where she feels she knows the answer. It is one of the dangers
of teaching the same texts year after year, But before we
continue our erudite explanations we must ask ourselves why
we would want to solve students® problems for them, and
whether there might be some other way of sharing our know!-
edge and expertise without pre-empting students’ ownneces-
sary struggles. The question is wheth’ . teachers see them-
selves as collaborators with their students in a learning
process or whether they see themselves as Freire’s bankers,
depositing knowledge into empty student accounts. You
cannot demand that students get involved in solving mean-
ingful questions if you are in the habit of eventually supplying
the “right” answers yourself. Where teachers imply that they
are the sources of literary authority, reading simply becomes
another version of the game of guessing what the teacher
thinks.

Paradoxically, the teacher who demonstrates the collabora-
tive spiritand who does not labor under the mistaken assump-
tion that she has all the answers, has a greater chance of
having her own knowledge genuinely valued. She has a
chance of being seen as a real expert, someone who has
arrived at her “answers” through the same troublesome
process as the stuuents, rather than as the result of some
epiphany granted to English Teachers in college. When
teachers teach interpretz tionrather than texts, as Scholes puts
it, students become more aware of the power of language to
shape and reflect meaning, and more respeciful of the ways
in which individuals make meaning in transaction with the
world. Students who understand this will be much more
likely to become full participants in the democratic process,
far less likely to become the victims of influential interpreta-
ticns of reality which are simply moves to deprive them of
their rights.

Of these principles perhaps the most import:nt is the injunc-

tion to turn the classroom itself into a collaborative enter-
continued on page 27
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Art Peterson

THE JOURNAL BOOK
edited by Toby Fulwiler .
Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook, 1987

In Toby Fulwiler's introduction to The Journal Book,
an important anthology in which Fulwiler collects
much of the best writing about journal making as a way
of leaming, Fulwiler outlines the characteristics of a
“good” journal and then steps back to allow his con-
tributors to find a place within the context of thesc
guidelines. According to Fulwiler, good journals share
language which looks a lot like speech: the diction is
colloquial and informal, the tone experimental and
tentative. Because the journal form encourages experi-
mentation, journal writers face virtually no limits on
the character of their entries; however, good journals
focus often on critical thinking modes such as observa-
tion, digression and synthesis. Finally, good journals,
says Fulwiler, are characterized by frequent, long, self-
sponsored, chronologically organized entries. “The
key to journals,”he writes, “isthe location of eachentry
in time.”

After laying out these ground rules, Fulwiler does not
force any lockstep version of what a journal should be.
Beginning with the book’s first two contributions, he
encourages divergency by inviting to the same party
writing teachers who would seem not to agree on
everything. In the book’s first essay, Ann E. Berthoff
advocates dialectical double entry journals kept in
response to literature, a form which seems rather dis-
tant from the one Peter Elbow and Jennifer Clarke
describeinthe second essay, “Desert Island Discourse,”
akind of personal introspection relatively uninhibited
by structure.

The book’s first section, “The Language of Specula-
tion,” in which these essays are included, establishes a
framework: essays on journals as personal discovery,
on journals for learning and relating to new informa-
tion, on teacher response to journals, and on the history
of journal keeping provide a structure for the nuts and
bolts essays which follow. The range of disciplines and

4

grade levels from which Fulwiler draws his con-
tributors makes a strong case for the journal as akey
tool in all learning. For instance, Ruth Nathan writes
ofher first graders’ experience journals, Leon Gatlin
of his college students’ personal, often emotional
journal encounters with Victorian literature; Cather-
ine M. Larson and Margaret Merrion find that jour-
nalsfacilitate open, searching responses to the listen-
ing their students do inmusic appreciation class; and
Barbara Schubert describes the math journals she
uses with her fourth graders. One of Schubert’s
students writes, “Thc math journal helped me be-
cause what was in my mind I couldn’t get on paper
but when I started writing about it I knew more about
it than I thought I did.”

The Journal Book is full of this kind of testimony
trom students and teachers, collectively convincing
evidence for the power of the journal as a source of
learning. Time and again, contributors, who did not
conspire in advance, write that journals counter
passivity, demand students take responsibility for
their learning, allow students to speak in their own
voices, stimulate communcation between student
and teacher, and create a vehicle which allows stu-
dents to share ideas with each other and document
the progress of their learning.

But while Fulwiler’s contributors share enthusiasm,
their teaching techniques do not fit a mold. The
variety of teaching styles evidenced here is testi-
mony to the flexibility of the journal as an agent for
teachers as well as for learners. Some teachers direct
student entries, at least some of the time: “Tell me
some things about pronouns,” one teacher prompts.
Or in acollege class: “Why was there such diversity
of opinion and attitude in Europe at the end of the
nineteenth century?” Another teacher thinks of the
journals in her classroom as a medium for establish-
ing a kind of written phone conversation with her
students about their personal concems. Then there
are other teachers who encourage studeas to collect

continued on next page
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snatches of conversation, write poems, and presuma-
bly, think about God and life in general. Fulwiler
allows it all,

Some teachers read every entry and write back a
response in which they bare their own feelings; other
teachers poke around, reading occasional entries, an-
swering student questions and calling attention to poinis
about which they would lik¢ to hear more. At least one
teacher here never puts a grade on a jou. aal, while
another counts the journal as eighty percent of the
grade.

The Journal Book has proved a personal catharsis for
me. Journal k¢eping is a big part of my high school
writing and literature classes, but I have never been
comfortable with the “gushing”—to use Ann Ber-
thoff’s word—which joumnal writing sometimes en-
courages. While Iunderstand thag it is inappropriate for
a teacher, in responding to a journal, to bleed red ink
over faulty sentence constructions and spelling mis-
takes, I do not wish to altogether disavow my ole as
critic. Somehow, I get nervous about not doing my job
if I do not consistently nudge students to give reasons
for their opinions and evidence for their reasons. There-
fore, when responding to journals, in addition to notes
of deserved praise, I will regularly ask students ques-
tions suchas “Whydoyousay this?" and “Canyor give
me an example?"’ Somc ~ontributors to The Journal
Book might consider such prodding intrusive. They'd
say I was pushing students to write for me, detracting
from the journal as a place of personal discovery. 1
understand this argument, but, weighing all considera-
tions, I am not ready to change. That's why I find
Fulwiler's eclectic collection comforting and inspir-
ing. It"s my guess Fulwiler would be less likely to scold
me for my biases than to ask me to clarify them for his
next edition.

TheJournal Book must be the best volumeavailavlc for
teachers who wanlt to begin using journals, for those
looking for new approaches to journals, and for those

in search of confirmation that their enthusiasm for
learning journals is shared by teachers in all disciplines
and at all grade levels.

Art Petersonteaches English at Lowell High School in
San Francisco. He is a Teacher Consultant with the
Bay Area Writing Project.

Jerry Herman

WRITING TO L EARN
by William Zinsser
Harper & Row, 1988

When was the phenomenon called “writing across the
curriculum” born? Wrong question. The right gues-
tion: Whendoes writing across the curriculumdie? The
right answer: about the sixth grade. These might be
calledtrick questions and a trick answer, but that is only
because educators are often terribly dense about educa-
tion, discarding obvious practices that work for theo-
ries that should work but often don't, yet those theories
sometimes get entrench=d in what we teach for genera-
tions. (Example: it has been known and shown for
decades that teaching grammar in isolation does not
improve students’ writing, but the obsession to dv it
persists in the face of all the evidence.)

In primary school, when one teacher teaches virtually
all subjccts to students, good teachers will have those
students write about #verything; no subject is off limits
because good primary teachers know that to write
about a subject is to learn it effectively. Maybe that’s
100 obvious because it gets scrubbzd out ot the curricu-
lum when specialization begins about the sixth grade,
and one teacher teaches science, another math, a third
English and so on. From then on writing becomes the
domain of the English curriculum, where it becomes
isolated as a subject to learn, not as a means through
which learning can take place. Teachers in other sub-
jects may have their students write, or they may not.
And in nearly all instances in disciplines other than
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English, the writing is aimed at product, not process.
Doesn’tit seem obvious that something is wrong here?
Incredibly enough it didn’i for a very long time—and
in:nost places it still doesn’t, Eventually someone got
the bright idea to do things the way they are done in the
third grade, and writing across the curriculum was
reborn into high school and college curricula as though
it were something brand new: Students can write about
history, about geology, about sociology, about eco-
nomics, aboutphysics, about—heaven help us—mathe-
matics. Even more to the point, students can explore
concepts, discover connections, conceive ideas through
writing if every piece of writing isn’t supposed to be
formal, complete and correct, a caricature of wha; is
published in academic journals. Write to leamn! Now
why hadn’t someone thought of that before?

Inhislatest book William Zinsser thinks about it a great
deal. Writing to Learn is Zinsser’s “Aha!” about writ-
ing across the curriculum, his discovery about how it
works and the good sense it makes. True to the idea of
writing to learn, the book itself is exploratory about
writing across the curriculum. In fact, Zinsser is open
enough to tell us that he conceived the book one way,
but it came out another, As he wrote, he leamed. Here
is Zinsser in the preface recounting his original pur-
pose:

My book . . . would be mainly an anthology--a guided
tour of good writing inthe different crannies of the B A.
curriculum,

But something happened wher: I actually started to
write. The book took on a life of its own and told me how
it wanted to be written. I found myself yanked back to
many corners of my past—to long-forgotten people
and projects and travels that together taught me much
of what I know. I realized that my life iad been a broad
education and that I couldn't write a book about
learning without saying how much it has meant to me
to be a generalist in a land that prefers narrow exper-
tise. The anthology began to look suspiciously like a
memoir.

1 didn't fight the currert. On the contrary, the writing
of the book proved one of its central points: that we
write to find outwhatwe know and what we wani tosay.

Writing to Learn thus becomes * . . . a personal journey
in which I confronted some of my own fears and lived
to te!l the tale,” Zinsser writes the book to ease two
fears he contends American education inflicts on ev-
eryone: the fear of writing and the fear of subject we
think we don’t have an aptitude for, He finds relief for
these fears in writing across the curriculum,

Zinsser’s odyssey begins in 1985 with a phone call
from chemistry professor Thomas Gover at Gustavus
Adolphus College, a small liberal arts college in St.
Peter, Minnesota. The college was about to embark on
a writing across the curriculum project. Would Zinsser
be interested in speaking to the faculty and students
about writing? Yes, Zinsser would, and his interest
eventually led him to write the book. He charts the
progress from that phone call to the writing of Writing
to Learn with “clarity, simplicity, warmth and enjoy-
ment,” rot surprisingly the qualities of writing that
Zinsser values most,

We learn of Zinsser’s trip to Gustavus Adolphus, and
subsequently about his prep school days, his college
career at Princeton, his World War II military duty in
Italy, his years at the New York Herald Tribune as a
writer and editor, his free lance writing, and his decade
at Yale as a professor of nonfiction writing and editor
of the Yale Alumni Magazine.

The first half of the book, then, is an engaging memoir
of a writer, editor, and teacher of writing, a generalist
and a humanist who preaches the gospel of clarity,
humanity, and the interrelationship of thinking and
writing regardless of subject or discipline. Here’s an
example of how that works: Zinsser narraics how he
came to research and write a complex piece on a Yale
collcague, a professor of music, who wanted to show
the similarities between Gregorian chants and Negro

continued on next page
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spirituals. As Zinsser tells the story, he recalls how he
accumulated more good material than he thought he
could handle, and in his despair over ever finishing the
piece, he found sanctua. y in this principle of writing;
.+ . [W]riting is linear and sequential. If sentence B
logically follows sentence A, and if sentence C logi-
cally follows sentence B, I ll eventually get to sentence
Z. I also try to remember that the reader should be
givenonly as muchinformationas he needs and not one
word more. Anything else is self-indulgence.

Few writing teachers will fail to say “Amen” to that or
to the other nuggets studded throughout his narrative:
“Idon’tlike to write, butI take great pleasure in having
written—in having finally made an arrangement that
has a certain inevitability, like the solution to a mathe-
matical problem. Perhaps in no other line of work is
delayed gratification so delayed.”

Another: “, . . the essence of writing is rewriting . . .
After a lifetime of writing I still revise every sentence
many times and worry that I haven't caught every
ambiguity; I don't want anyone to have to read a
sentence of mine twice to find out what it means.” That
neatly astonishing courtesy to hisreadersis notentirely
selfless since what it means for Zinsser is that he, too,
in the writing of it, discovers his meaning. Through
writing he leams, and so can anyone, he argues persua-
sively through the book.

Zinsser's admiration and sympathy for English teach-
ers atevery level represent another underpinning to his
call for writing across the cwrriculum:

Under the American system . .. [English teachers] are
the peaple who teach our children to write. If they
don’t, nobody will. They do it with dedication, and I
hope they'll be rewarded, if not here on earth, at least
in heaver., for there's almost no pedagogical task
harder and ma ‘¢ tiring than teaching someone to write
... Englishteachers ought to have some relief ... They
shouldn’t have to assume the whole responsibility for
imparting a skill that's basic to every area of life. That
should be everybody's job.

Later, however, as he warms to the subject of the
difficulty of teaching writing and the credit due writing
teachers, he amply demonstrates why teaching writing
has not been “everybody’s job":

The bad habits [of writing] are too habitual. They can
be cured only by the most painful of surgical proce-
dures: operation on what the writer has actuaily writ-
ten...Like the parent who tells the spanked child that
“this hurts me more than it does you,” the writing
‘eacher wants nothing so much as a paper that's well
written—one that won’t mire him in endless repairs
and emotional debris. I sometimes find myself emitting
smali moans as I start to read a paper and realize the
magnitude of the problems ahead.

Why, then, would anyone is his right mind want to be a
writing teacher? The answer is that writing teachers
aren't altogether in their right mind. They are one of
the caring professions, o more sane in the allotment
of their time and energy than the social worker or the
day care worker or the nurse. Whenever I hear them
talk about their work, I feel that few forms of teaching
are so sacramental, the writing teache:’s ministry is
not just to the words but to the person who writes the
words.

When most of us writing teachers began our careers,
we had little idea that we were entering the clergy,
much lessany cognizance that the moral imperatives of
the job were to be so stringent that merely persisting at
our task would qualify us for sainthood. Doesn't this
throw up a formidable “Beware, all ye who enter here"
sign foranyonein another discipline whoentertains the
notion of teaching writing? Apparently so, since his-
torically faculty from few other disciplines have chal-
lenged English departments for the privilege of in-
structingin the elimination of the dangling participle or
the concept of the copulative verb. However, our
collcagues’ criticism of English teachers for not turn-
ing all of our students into writers of clarity and
correctness, if not charm and wit, has been abundant,
But isn't that, after all, what martyrdom is all about?
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If Zinsser says we English teachers are not in our right
minds for ourdedicationto teaching writing, aduty that
comes with the territory, whothe heck are these crazies
from other subjects who want to do it voluntarily? He
introduces many of them in the book: virtually the
entire faculty of Gustavus Adolphus College; John
Rodgers, geology professor at Yale; Joan Countryman,
high school math teacher in Philadelphia; Naola Van-
Orden, chemistry professor at Sacramento City Col-
lege. As Zinsser reports his conversations with them,
not one of them seems psychotic, not even on the verge
of anervous breakdown, All of them believe, however,
that writing about their subjects will teach their stu-
dents more than all the multiple choice tests they can
throw at them.

VanOrden, for example, wants her chemistry students
to synthesize what they have learned from the chemis-
try text, so she gives them pertinent “real-life” chem-
istry problems to write about. The premise of one
assignment has the student as the manager of a pet
shop. A customer complains that the fish in her pond
are dying. The manager’s job is to analyze the water to
ascertain the cause of the fishy fatalities, then to write
a letter to the customer explaining the cause and sug-
gesting chemical treatment that will render the lethal
pond harmless. VanOrden writes, “I believe that writ-
ing is an effective means of improving thinking . . .
Writing also improves self-esteem because mentally
processed ideas then belong to the writer and not just to
the teacher or the textbook author.”

‘The second part of Writing to Learn is a series < £
chapters on excellent writing in disciplines other than
English. Zinsser not only quotes extensively from
eloquent writing in those fields, but provides a running
commentary on how he discovered the writers and
what qualities he admires about their writing. Many of
the writers quoted are recognizable geniuses in their
fields: Einstein onphysics, Darwin on zoology, Rachel
Carson on oceanography, Virgil Thompson on music.
But there are also wonderfully readable excerpts from
scholarly articles by academics unknown outside their
fields. In the chapters on math and chemistry, Zinsser
publishes engaging student writing rusponding to crea-
tive assignments like VanOrden'’s above.

If I had to characterize Writing to Learn in a sentence,
I'd call it the best example I've ever read of Ken
Macrorie’s I-Search concept, where a writer chooses a
subject that fascinates him, finds out all he can about it,
and writes from a personal perspective notonly whathe
has found but how he went about mrking his discover-
ies. Naturally William Zinsser is not a college fresh-
man assigned an I-Search paper who has heard #’
writing across the curriculum and hopes that it

make an interesting topic. His I-Search bookis L, . -
author for whom writing has been bred into the bone,
whose On Writing Well has become a minor classic as
a writing text. As a devout teacher of writing, he felt
compelled to spread the good news about this phe-
nomenon called writing across the curriculum that all
thosethird grade teachershad been keeping secret from
the rest of us for so long.

Iike Writing to Learn 1ot only because of its informa-
tion and ideas but because 1 like the writer. Zinsser
condemns typical academic prose for being “ . . .
squeez.d dry of human juiccs—a Sargasso Sea of
passive verbs, long and ge.eralized nouns, pompous
locutions and unnecessary jargon.” Not to worry about
Writing to Learn. 'The warmth of Zinsser’s human
juices radiates from its pages. I never stumbled over a
pompous locution. Zinsser himself captures my feeling
about him and his book: “ ., , what a pleasure itis to be
in the company of a writer with enthusiasm for his
subject . , . It doesn’t matter what the subjectis . . . This
is the personal connection that every reader wants to
make with a writer; if we care about the writer we'll
follow him into subjects that we could have sworn we
never wanted to know about.” I felt the personal con-
nection. I was Zinsser’s companion on a 236-page
exploratory journey, and he was very good comnpany
indeed, a man who knows a greatdcal about writing but
who genuinely wants to know more, a writer, thank
God, who practices what he preaches.

Jerry Eerman is English Department Chair at Laney
College in Oakland, California. He is a Teacher Con-
sultant with the Bay Area Writing Project.
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Bay Area Teachers Join Vivian Paley for a
Day That Links Research to Practice

*...and the pigs ate the wolf. Happily ever after, the end.” Stories that change;
storics that change us; stories that change the social context; storics that tcll who
we are, what we wish to be, and what we fear-—the spontancously told storics that
usually lead a private existence in the doll comer or block arca of the clementary
school classroom have become the tools of teaching and research for Vivian
Gussin Paley, head teacher at the University ¢ Chicago Laboratory Schools and
author of six nationally known books about kindergarten and preschool classroom
life. In a day devoted to exploring Vivian Palcy’s work with children, April 28
marked a first for the Center for the Study of Writing at Berkeley when forty
elementary school teachers joined Paley, members of the Center’s Council of
Teachers, and Center rescarchers for a full day of activitics linking research to
practice. The day was organized by Marcia Umland and Harriett Morrison, both
members of the Center’s Council of Teachers.

The forty elementary, kindergarten, and preschool school teachers, who teach
children ranging from four to cight years old, began the day at a workshop led by
Paley in which she explained the philosophy and practice of dramatizing chil-
dren’s dictated stories. In their exploration of this language arts activity, it became
evident that Paley's work is about more than dictated writing and drama in the
classroom,; it is also about huw, in the tentative, figurative language of fantasy,
young children construct adynamic society with its own history, all this contained
in a social document recorded by their teacher.

Later in the day, the teachers assembled at the Unive:sity of California’s Harold
Jones Child Study Center, where they had an opportunity to observe children
dictating and dramatizing their storics as part of the regular nurscry school
program under head teacher Barhara Scales. At the Child Study Center, in small
groups led by members of the Center’s Council of Teachers, the teachers discussed
the classroom implications of Paley’s work.

In the late afternoon, the teachers reconvened at the Center for the Study of
Writing, where Melanic Sperling, the Center’s Director of Research Application,
gavcabricf overview of the Center, its history, its research, and its affiliation with
the Naticnal Writing Project.

Completing the day was Paley’s present: on to the Center seminar, “Must
Teachers Also Be Writers?” Through vigneltes tha. brought the audicnce into
Paley’s classroom and to her writing desk, Paley replied to that question—*Yes,
we must write to teach”—and discussed how, throvgh their own documentary snd
reflective writing, teachers can uncover the meaning behind what young children
say and do in their classrooms. Said Paley, through writing, a teacher is reminded
to suy tomorrow, “I think I didn’t understand, yesterday, about the pigs and the
wolf. I belicve 1 understand today.”  +
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BAWP Teachers to Join
Anne Haas Dyson, CSW,
for Literacy Seminar

Inatwo-day meeting, Bay Area Writing
Project teachers of pre-schoolers, kin-
dergartners, and firstand seconc graders
will join Center for the Study of Writing
rescarcher Anne Haas Dyson to discuss
her studics of young children’s literacy
development. The meeting days are
being planned by Center Council of
Teachers members Marcia Umland and
Harriett Morrison. The two days will
focus on Dyson's longitudinal cxamina-
tion of the casc-study children in an
elementary school classroom as they
drcw, wrote, and talked among them-
selves during their journal-writing time.
The first of the two-day meetings will be
devoted to discussing Dyson's paper,
Drawing, Talking,and Writing : Rethink-
ing Writing Develonment. (CSW Occa-
sional Paper No. 3). During the second
meeting, teachers will bring student
work, tapes of student talk during a
writing period in their own classrooms,
and questions that they wish to explore
in their own teacher research.

This section of CSW Update was written
by Marcia Umland, with Harriett Mor-
rison. Umland and Morrison are both
members of the Center's Council of
Teachers and are Teacher Consultants
wiih the Bay Arca Writing Project.
Umland teoches at Vista School and
Morrisonteachesat Cornell School, bath
part of the Albany Unified School Dis-
Irict.
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BAWP Workshop
Focuses on Research

Om May 13, as part of the Bay Arca
Writing Project’s Saturday Workshop
Series, Carol Tateishi, Co-Director of
BAWP and chair of the Center for the
Study of Writing’s Council of Teachers,
led a workshop for 27 participants in a
hands-on discussion of A Good Girl
Writes Like a Good Girl: Written Re-
sponse and Clues tothe Teachingl/Learn-
ing Process (CSW Technical Report
No. 3), written by Melanie Spetling and
Sarah W, Freedman abouttheirresearch
on the effects of teachers’ written com-
ments op student writing. Tateishi led
the teacher participants through discus-
sion and small group work focused on
their own comment writing, then pre-
sented Sperling and Freedman's re-
search, which led to more discussion
and group work relating the research to
the participants’ own practice. The
workshop gave the participants new
insights into the reading-writing inter-
actions entailed by students’ reading of
their teachers’ comments on their pa-
pers, as well as new strategies for work-
ing with students in improving their
writing. Writing Projects and other
groups interested in talking to Tateishi
about her workshop approach integrat-
ing Center research may contact her at
the Bay Area Writing Project, Tolman
Hall, Univesity of California, Berkeley,
CA 94720.

For an annotated list of CSW publica-
tions and an order form, wrile to:
CSW, 5513 To!tran Hall, University
of California, Berkeley, CA 94720,

Carnegie Mellon Studies Students' Research Writing

Jennie Nelson and John R, Hayes from Camnegie Mellon have recently completed
astudy of college students engaged in the writing of research papers. As we well
know, colleges and universities expect students to do a great deal of this kind of
writing, yet we understand relatively little about how students approach this
sophisticated task. Nelson and Hayes conducted two exploratory studies in order
tobegin to discover the skills and assumptions, strategies an 1goals, that freshmen
as compare’ > advanced writers bring to the typical task of writing a research
paper. Thr , also were interested in finding out how particular classroom contexts
might influence student performance.

In the first study, the researchers found that freshmen and advanced writers
invoked very differentgoals and strategies for completing their assignments, Most
of the freshmen set out on what Nelson and Hayes call “fact-finding missions.”
They wanted to get information as efficiently as possible, the implicit question
behind their evaluation of source material being “How easily can information be
extracted?” Advanced writers, in contrast, were concerned with finding a specific
issue or angle to guide their searches, the implicit question behind their evaluation
of source material being “Who wrote this, when, and for what purpose?” Nelson
and Hayes contrast the two strategies as “content-driven” versus “issue-driven”
and note that both strategies were well-adapted to the particular tasks students
were defining for themselves: the freshmen tended to define their task in terms of
assembling and reproducing what others have written on a topic, while the
advanced writers defined theirs in terms of arguing for a position or finding anew
approach to a topic. Apparently behind these two very different goals was the
writer’s definition of his or her role in the writing situation. Unlike the freshmen,
advanced writers tended to see themselves as contributing members of an
academic commuuity.

In their second study, Nelson and Hayes looked at the influeice of classroom
context on writers' goals and strategies. They found that “students have an
extensive setof very refined, dead-end strategies for writing fron. sources . ., [that]
appear tailor-made for writing to the teacher-as-examiner . . " But when studenis
‘wereprovided with contexts in which akind of community of scholars was created
and when they were provided with a range of instructional supports, they were
seen to be capable of using writing strategies that resembled those of the more
experienced writers. Nelson and Hayes conclude that “if we expect students to
transforn. ideas and information from sources into original syntheses and conclu-
sic1s, we must provide support for their efforts, especia'ly since such expectations
and goals may be new to many students.”

A completereport of this research, including descriptive case studies of individual
studen s, can be found in Nelson and Hayes' new paper, How the Writing Context
Shapes College Students’ Strategies for Writing from Sources (Technical Report
No. 16}, available for $3.00 from the Cex.'er for the Study of Writing at Berkeley.
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Jane Zeni Flinn

Electronic Writing: The Autobiography
of a Collaborative Adventure

Message 6736 Chris Madigan (Chris,
2121) 10-26-86 7:10 PM

File ACTS-C
Jana:10-19 Chris:10-26

The tenor’s voice iabored as Siegfried forged his sword from
fragments of shattered steel. Wagnerian opera and black
coffee~-my favorite writing ritual.

Wrapping my long red bathrobe a bit tighter against the
midnight chill of the sleeping house, I squinted at the monitor.
Green letters flashed across the screen, scrolling upward.
“Great! It's here. He's finally done with that section,” I
whispered, still just a bit awed by a message from my
electronic co-author:

Although few of the schools we have
observed place computers directly in
the classroom, studying Peggy Ryan's
setting showed us the potential of
electronic writing tools. Another modal
setting is Anne Wright’s tutorial writ-
ing center described above.

[***Identlfy Anne by name above, then.
I don’t know which lab was hers.*#*#]

“Okay, you're right,” I grumbled, sipping from yet another
mug of coffee perched on a coaster near my keyboard, then
chewing atadried apricot. “Good—Now if you can just come
up with a way to organize the stuff I threw into the part on
‘Evaluation,”

We had thought it would be fun to write an article togetner.
We'd watched several of our Teacher Consultants discover
computers and start using them, not for spelling games, but
for real writing. We'd worked together on a grant to weave
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computers into the fabric of our Writing Project.(1) After four
years of learning-by-doing, Gateway had developed an Insti-
tute that felt right, that used technology but kept the focus on
writing, So when NCTE sent out a “Call for Papers” on
teaching English teachers to use computers, we saw our
chance. Chris and I had survived each other's feedback as
members of aresponse group—why notacollaborative essay
on a topic we both knew well?

We rough-planned on a file folder during a lunchbreak at a
conference, deciding to take turns writing sections of the
article. Then we headed home todraft ourrespective pieces—

Message 23700 Chris Madigan (Chris,
2121) 9-21~86 9:18 PM

Dear Jane,

Okay, October 15 it is for the first
deadline. But we need to revise ocur
who-does-what list. Here’'s a possibil-
itv. what do you think?

INTRO Madigan
GOAL Flinn
ACTIVITIES
ACTS-A-Teaching Teachers Madigan
ACTS-B—-Supporting Change Flinn
ACTS-C—Rasearch Flinn
ACTS~D—Dissemination Madigan
EVALUATION
EVAL-A-Methods Flinn
EVAL-B-Results Madigan

I figure we can each contribute info to
the other, but we’'d ba responsible for
first~drafting the sections I've
marked. 1If that doesn’t set okay with
you, let me know.

7 I‘j



That was Chris—always organized, always fair. He had been
my colleague, friend, and sometime nentor. I'd introduced
him to the Writing Project and he'd introduced me to comput-
ers. He led Gateway's Summer Institute in 1985, thenmoved
West io teach and start a Writing Project at the University of
New Mexico. Our response group in St. Louis fizzled for a
while after Chris left, and I thought our chances of collabo-
rative writing would fizzle t00.

But I didn't reckon on this modem. The FIPSE grant had
given each of us one of these squatty silver cigar boxes that
now linked our computers through a thousand miles of phone
wires. I learned to slip the communications disk intoDrive A,
type the initial command, and watch, fascinated, as the words
grew letter by letter across the screen, connecting us to the
host computer in New Jersey.(2) “Bee-bee-beep-bee-tLee-
bee-beep” sang the touch tones, with no phone in sight, just
red lights flashing in a row on the face of the modem.

For a few months, we both typed messages as members of a
teleconference. A dozen computerphiles from architecture,
genetics, music, and yes, writing were using the modem to
talk about a common theme, “design,” and its role in our
. seeniingly disparate fields.(3) That teleconference became
my new toy. There was camaraderie and stimulation, but no
pressure to perfortn any imrnediate task, I found myself using
it to unwind--when I finished my “real” academic writing,
I'd log on to the tzleconference and chat.

Then Caris 204 [ ventured intoriskier electronic territory: our
collaborative essay.(4) Each of us would draft one of our
assigned sect.ons, date it (“Chris: 10-26"), and send it via
modem ic: the other's response, also dated (“Jane: 11-01"),
This process ntigh: then be repeated, with some pieces—like
EVAL—flying acrozs the phone wires a dozen iinics.

At first, we’d set ~ff o comments with stars and brackets,
being careful not to tampe. with each ccher’s text—

Message 6730 Jane Flinn (Jane, 295) 11~
01-86 12:37 AM

Flile ACTS-A
Chris:10-26 Jane:11-01

The Institute runs approximately 4
weeko. Morning is class-time; afternoon
is writing time. In the morning, par-
ticipants share resccions to readings,
discuss their students’ and their own
writing processes, hear presentations,
do writing exercises, respond to each
other’s writing in pairs and small
groups, see software demonstretions,

discuss how to adapt all this to their
classrooms, eat donuts, and drink gal-
lons of coffee.

{**I like tbhis. Whole paragraph gives
me the flavor of the project. How about
leading in with “A typical institute
runs four weeks . JRR]

In the afternoon, participants read and
write in the computer lab. While half
are drafting, ravising, or printing at
the computers, the other half is
[*are*] either kibitzing, reading . .
or conferring with teachers or peers on
thelr drafts. . .

[**Someplace, Chris, I think you should
mention the use of a large monitor
Looked to a single computer for demon-
strations of writing processes.

It worked so well last summer chat
nearly all our teachers are badgering
their schools to buy one**]

As the weeks went on and the files and revisions accumu-
lated, we took more risks. Chris jokingly deflated one of my
more pompous lines—

Gateway leaders sought to counter the
computer-driven drill and practice
programs while supporting computers as
powerful writing tools. The Department
of Education agreed and awarded GW) a
grant excaeding $100, 000,

[**I st1ll say you applied for the
grant just to avoid summer vacations**)

And I critigied his connotations—-

A student aide shepherds the Instii:ute
library, sets up hardware, and does
clerical work. Teacher Consultants
return to the Institute to share their
classroom tips. . .

[***Love ‘shepherds,’ don’'t like
‘tips’—sounds patronizing.wx*]

Sometimes I found myself respond.ng not simply to the text
but to the content. Here, for example, Ireplied to his descrip-
tion of a Gateway assignment by telling of my own paper:

continued on next page
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The first assignment—“Reacrmate . . . an
experience you had (good or bad) with a
machine”’~takes a week, ventilates feel-
ings about technology (usually cars),
and mimics personal experience assign-
ments participants often give their
students.

[*Chxris, I loved writing my machine
paper—it dealt with laarning to drive a
shift car in Germany in 1966, an inci-
dent I’'ve told orally dozens of times
but never written down-twas a real help
when I talked about Brittou, “20 years
of incubation.”*]

Sometimes we “talked” our way through a section by mes-
saging back and forth, freevriting interactively, The piece in
which we tried to weave together ideas ab~ut formative and
summative evaluation seemed to call for this kind of on-
going dialogue:

Message 11809 Chris Madigan (Chris,
2121) 11-8-86 11:15 pPM

File EVAL
Chris:10:20 Jane:11~8 Chris:11-8

(I need to put the next section of EVAL
into finished prose—Jane)

Conferencing, peer groups, journal
responses, grading-—especially this past
aummer, Anne and I got into a lot of
comments-on-comments . . and thought
it was a big asset. That is, we had
people quickwrite how “hey felt about
peer reasponss. . Two interns alszo
skimmed Anne’s and my first set of
Journal comments and commented about
our comments. All of this relates in my
mind to the writer’s notion of “revi-
sion” and the programmer’s notion c¢f
“recursion. . . .”

[***BINGO! I call it “debriefing. . . ”
It's conscious monitoring of your proc-
ess., Without it, teachers do NOT auto-
matically recognize what they’ra going
through as writers and (next step)

therefore what their students go
through and (next step) therefore what
they as controllers of their students’
eavironments can do.***]

Suchdialogue allowed us to pull back and respond to a whole
section, not just a turn of phrase or a point of fact;

[***Why did you not use the two-part
METHODS/RESULTS organization for this
EVAL? . . I perceive competing or-
ganlzations, . Maybe it’s just
“leftovers.” How do you see this sec-
tion, Jane?%#*]

Gradually, welet go of ourcarefully allocated pieces, to share
ownership of the paper—

[**Chris, I finally see where my stuff
on model school sites is going. It
should be part of ‘dissemination.’ If
it doesn’t duplicate what you’re writ-
ing for that section, use it there or
plug in chunks, ***]

Chris obliged by refocusing my transitions, and the section
worked:

We have found that good programs in
writing with computers spread by word
of mouth and by imitation as much as by
direct teaching. ™n the past four
years, dozens of hlgh achools in St.
Louvis . . have established writing
centers, most staffed or led by Sateway
Teacher Coniultants. . Such infor-
mal dissemination is consistent with
NWP tradition. The Summer Inestitute
builds commitment, and each generation

. spreads the wsrd to new people
and new sites. Computers just make that
spread of ideas more visible,

Gradually we gained enough trust to break out of our brackets
and to work directly on each other’s text—deleting, moving,
reshaping, but always sending therevision back for approval.

A couple of times onc of us rewrote the other's piece, then felt
dissatisfied with }iis or her own work:

P.S. Jane, I'm still having trouble
with the EVAL. I'm cutting it duwa, bu“
somehow it feels wrong. I can’t 7in it
down. Either it repeats too much of
what we’ve sald before, or elsae it
doesn’t address what we say are our



goals, or it addresses them sideways.
I’m not sure. I'll let you wrestle with
that once I send the file.

(He tried giving me an owiine foranew organization, but that
felt wrong to me.)

A couple of times the original author started to bristle—

Chris, I thought in general your cut-
ting worked fine. I did feel your In-
service section (ACTS-A) could go to a
list rather than paragraphs, but had
little to quarrel with in the INTRO and
Summer Institute parts. I really didn’t
feel good about dropping my GOALS sec-
tion, even though I can see that you've
tied the themes into the EVAL outline.
The text you sent me is 8 single-spaced
pages—5 from your first drafting, 3
from mine, . .

But most of the time, the exchange was genial. We’d accom-
pany adraft with notes about our kids, gripes about our work
schedules, or university gossip—

Jane, I'm starting to tire, but I want
to push the home-stretch schedule,
Lauren’s got a soccer tournament next
weekend, and I don’t want to be stuck
at the computer.

His complaint wasinterrupted by the arrival of my EVAL and
ACTS-C. :

Okay, we're cooking. Talk to you this
atternoon, CL:is.

The modem became 8 kind of therapist, ready to listen with
a beep and a flash, bringing a friendly response more quickly
than the maii and more cheaply than the phor~, When Chris
faced a bunch of disgruntled graduate students, he took out
his frustration on the keyboard and I typed back with empa-
thy. When I was exhausted, I had to share my digtress—

Chris, I'm sorry I've been so slow. I
think I'm getting t00 old f£>r these
all-nighters. Actual’ -, I was late
because Mark was home last week with
stomach crud, I felt the same symptoms,
sv I went to bed Thursday instead of
writing. By Friday I was back. in gear,
8o as you know I tried the old opera
and black coffee routina. Today I'm
really feeling awful, and I have a
meeting at 8 AM. Enough excuses, but

I'm going to bed after this message and
won’'t be homa till after 5 PM tomorrow,
Here’s the hest I could do with EVAL.
Pesce! Jane

Finally, we had a draft, pruned well within the official page
limit. It explained our Summer Institute on teaching the
writing process with computers, our follow-up workshops in
the schools, our programs of teacher research and publica-
tion, and our approach to assessment. Chris dubbed the file,
a composite of all our reworked sections, “BIGONE"—

Message 11967 Chris Madigan (Chris,
2121) 11-9-86 10:20 pPM

KEYS: /BEHOLD/BIGONE/

BEHOLD! A 16 page—16, mind you, and
doublespaced—draft of all the sections
preceding EVAL., All of it’'s in Ascii,
so translate for your computer., Triple
asterisks mark info we’'ve yet to sup-
ply. Let me know what you think.

(Coming just a few days after Halloween, I first read the title
on the screen as “Begone”—seemed like a sort of ghoulish
incantation—"Behold . . . Begone!”)

By this time, we felt the text really belonged to both of us.
This led to some unexpected quandaries with personal pro-
nouns. Our text said, “The modem has provided a link
between the Gateway site in Missouriled by Flinnand the site
inNew Mexico being developed by Madigan.” I remarked—

Chris, I'm never sure how to handle
references to oneself when two people
are involved. I’'va used a lot of “we”
forms, which sound fine, I think. But
how to specify when just one of us is
meant? Earlier you referred to “a for-
mer GWP instructor now in NM“-yet you
are one of the co-axthoring ‘“wea’s.” I
thougkt of “GWP site in MO 1led by one
of us and the site in NM being devel-~
oped by the other,” but think it’s
unnece: .arily mysterious. Still, I
don’t like referring to myself in the
third person. Any solutiona???

We wound up with this:

The modem has also linked the two au-
thors of this paper and helped keep
Gateway in St. Louis in contact with
the new site in Albuquerque,

continued on next page
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Yet we retained our own identities as authors. If anything, the
collaboration made us more aware of our separate composing
processes, writing styles, and goals. After Chris made several
attempts to reorganize EVAI,, the section in which I'd tried
to weave together some broad themes such as recursiveness
and collaboration, I saw it. I wanted the returning leitmotifs
of Wagnerian opera; Chris wanted the structured algorithms
of Pascal programming. I wanted the right-brairied leaps
connecting theme to theme; Chris wanted the left-brained
analyses of courses, organizations, and sequences.

We knew that these differences could help our paper speak to
different audiences, and we didn’t want to homogenize our
thinking. But it was clear now that I was the one who had to
revise EVAL.Thad conceived the leitmotifs and Iwould have
to compose them into a text that worked. Chris could give
feedback or edit the fine points, but we'd reached the limit of
coliaboration. With a sigh of resignation, I messaged Chris
that my next attempt at EVAL would be-—-

muck shortear, but still at least a bit
Wagnerian,

And so at last the final piece fit.

Chris:10-20 Jane:11-8 Chris:11-8
Jane:11-~9 Chris:11-9 Jane:11-13

Throughout our experience with comput-
ers and writing, we find a coherence
based on recurring themes: the writing
process, the computer process, the
research prccess, the teaching process,
the school change process. In working
with “process” in all these forms, we
find a pattern of successive approxima-
tion through two kinds of activities:
collaboration and recursion.

During this project, which was itself both collahorative and
recursive, we would often step back to reflect on what we
were doing. Accustomed to tracing the compositiy process,
each of us kept a file folder with every printout gathered at
every stage in our dialogue—

Chris, this 1s fun! 1f we ever gat this
paper done, I'm going to use these
files and write something about col-
laborativa conposing.

Bye for now, Jane

Iremembered that plan the next summer when I assigned the
first paper at the GWP Institute. My own “experienice with a
machine” would tell the story of this collaboration via mo-
dem.(5) As I read through the two-inch-thick folder that
documented our four-month-long adventure, I grew still
more fascinated with the joint authoring process.

In what mode had we been writing? The article itself was
clearly explanatory—an academic discussion of GWP's work
with computers in Summer Institutes, in-service programs,
teacher research, and evaluation. But what of the expressive
text that infiltrated every file? The finished product was
academic prose, but the computer had recorded a larger and
more eclectic text-in-progress, Our electronic swriting was
both professional and intimate, both forma! and ioiuimal,
both distant and immediate.

In aface-to-face writing workshop, those same modes wou'd
have emerged. But the expressive would be oral—pee. re-
sponse, writer's musings—-and the explanatory text wouldbe
written. In our electronic writing workshop. we could 1ot
speak—yet we needed to—and the swift cxchange of files
through the modem enticed us to imaginc 22 - saversation at
the keyboard. Walter Ong says tha: 7" *'/ziter's Audience
is Always aFiction.”(6) Our typsd- ou; tali was conceived for
two quite different fictionalized ardiznces,

The expressive text was iniendv * for th ¢o-guthor alone, The
writing is chatty, perscii, often eliis: 'z, with the com-
pressed syntax and lack ¢ = iap0ratc: we v aniung mem-
bers of ourown in-groug:. ’. ;.. - +:~"le that comur.unicates only
because of themeaningss: - il2twee:y i, wid andience.
(Chris knew that I wou™ " _aderitar & his “who-foes-vhat
list,” a phrase that mig! :sund cryitic to an aarmsinous
rcader) Michae: Spitze . *. "Mk o Sivle in Computer
Teleconferences,”(7) £~ i “li: iy ¢ srsational inti-
macy even among pec A i e Laow one another uft-
line. The computerseems :2 ~ive vriia = pis: enough distance
to feel safe. Thecommer’- -+ pui:iv atnotpublished inany
permanent way. They teipe .5 it he cleve~ asides, the
stage whispers, as we pursue « ‘. “oricial” conversaion in
the essay.

The explenatory text was intended for the co- author plus the
unknown readers of an eventual book. The writing 1. formal,
the sentences longer and more embedded, the nicanings
claborated right down tothe last footnote. It is astyle polished
to communicate with a diverse and distant audience with
whom the writer cannot be sure of inuch shared territory.

Why did this feel so different from scrawling “interested-
reader” comments on the texts of my colleagues in response
groups? I think partly because the medium for response was
80 quick and so flexible. When I sent Chris a draft with
comments, I often had an acknowledgment within the hour.
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And I wasn't restricted by the size ' & margin, If my
comments got rolling inio a discovery diuli, they didn't get
cramped into brevity or crowded onto a separate sheet of
notebook paper. I could easily flow from conversation back
to essay style then later do a block move to insert the
uniexpesiad *good” stuff into the article.

Once we dropped the bracketed comments and started ira-
nipulating each other’s text on our own monitors, vur re-
sponses inevitably grew more personal, I was not simply ¢
interested reader commenting onacolleague’s work. I wiis
author commenting on texi that was mine as much As his; 7
was an observer commenting on aprocess as I participated m
it. Iwould assume my joint author’s role and play my pert ir.
the dialogue, then st back o warch the scenc renlay 4
scrolled thromph it iext, aniisenin ray stage v per el the
crew in tne wings what { thought of the peviarmsgice, Hase
wasmy favorite leitinotif —*comments-oi-comeaents,” of as
Chris called it, “debriefina.”

To a 7iartling degree, this electronic essay made me con-
scious of how I write, how I think. It got me involved in the
sort nf Deweyan reflection-on-the-process that to me is the
ey to real education. A learner tries something new, steps
back, then suddeuly recognizes how and why it worked.
Eureka! Beter still, the learner articulates that discovery,
tells the story of that personal adventure in learning. That's
why I 'had to write this essay—to refiect on my experience
with long-distance collaboraticn and to bring home a trophy
from that adventure into unknown territory.

Notes

1. The Gateway Writing Project is a joint site of the Univer-
sity of Missouri-St. Louis and Harris-Stowe State College.
GWP's work with computers in the writing process was
supported by the Fund for Improvement of Postsecondary
Education and the National Writing Project, as well as by the
host institutions.

2. This is the EIES network, the Electronic Information
Exchange System at the New Jersey Institute of Technology.
EIES was used for the teleconference discussed in the next
paragraph and for our collaborative essay,

3. The teleconference was sponsored by the FIPSE Technol-
ogy Study Group. Two publications have emerged from a
year of electronic dialogue: a special issue of Machine-
Mediated Learning, Vol. 2, Nos. 1 & 2 (1987), edited by
Diane Balestri and Stephen C. Ehrmann, on computers and
the teaching of “design” in various disciplines; a policy
report, Ivory Towers, Silic on Basements: Learner-Centered
Computing in Postsecondary Education, by the FIPSE Tech-
nology Study Group, McKinney, TX: Academic Computing
Publications/EDUCOM, 1988. Eaclt volume went through
inordinate sessions of peer review and editing, both face-to-
face and on-line.

4. The essay whose story I am telling now has a public
identity: “The Gateway Writing Project: Staff Development
and Computers in St. Louis,” by Jane Zeni Flinn and Chris
Madigan. In Computers in English and Language Arts: The
Challenge of Teacher Education, edited by Cynthia Selfe,
Da\n Rodrigues, and William Qates. Urbana, IL: National
Council of Teachiers of English, in press.

5. &xvenrier version of this article, written during the 1987
Summicr Favitet ! Institute, appeared in the booklet All the
Writ:: Moves published informally by the Gateway Writing
¥+oject ai the University of Missouri-St. Louis.

6. S Walter Ong, “The Write: ' Audience Is Always a
Fiction.” Yn Jrserfaces of she Word, iacs, NY. Cornell
Ulnivergity Press, 1977,

7. See Michaei Spitzer, “Writing Style in Computer
Conferences.” JEEE Transactions on Professional Commu-
nications, March 1986,

Jane Zeni Flinn is Director of the Gateway Writing Project
at the University of Missouri-St. Louis, where she is an
Assistant Professor of English and Educational Studies.

Building a Liicrate Community
continued from page 14

prise. If students are to be convinced that they are meaning-
makers and not just note-takers, they need a much more
activerole than they are given inmany literature courses. And
itis not simply a matter of lecturing less and providing more
time for what is often euphemistically called “class discus-
sion.” Students need something better than the Darwinian
atmospherc of traditional classroom discussion, in which the
most vocal and opinionated speakers prosper, if they are to
become full participants. They need built-in occasions to
listen to each other. They need to lean to negotiate meaning,
to share responsibility for figuring things out, to take account
of what other people say. One of the extraordinary by-
products of talking about literature with other people is that
we learn more about them as well as about the texts we study.
The collaborative learning group is a place to do that, an
opportunity to break the cycle of isolation and the intellectual
free-market chaos that characterizes much of students’ learn-
ing lives. It offers a place to practice what Bruffee calls the
“conversation of mankind.”

Angus Dunstan is Cc-Director of the South Coast Writing
Project and Associate Dircctor of LIT. In Fall 1989, he will
be an Assistant Professor of English at California State Uni-
versity, Sacramento.
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Teachers and Researchers:
Roles and Relationships

This article and the responses to it by Susan Florio-Ruane and Carl Bereiter are
based on addresses given at the American Educational Research Association Con-
ference in 1988. '

¢ are both teachers and researchers of writing, and interested in how
those two kinds of work—teaciing and research—are related, both
conceptually and in practice. We therefore were delighted when
the AERA Special Interest Group on Language Development
suggested that a paper on relationships between research on the teaching of wr'ting
done by teachers and that done by rescarchers would be a useful stimulus for
discussion. We were further delighted when Susan Florio-Ruane and Carl Bereiter
agreed to respond to our ideas.(1)

“Knowledge in Use” and How It Is Changed

In “Philosophy of Research on Teaching,” Fenstermacher (1986) argues for a
particula relationship between research on teaching and the practice of teaching—a
relationsnip that is based on his conceptualization of the nature of “knowledge in use,”
ar d of how that knowledge may be changed.

According to Fenstermacher, teachers’ knowledge in use has the form of practical
argume nts—with premises in the form of assertions about educational goals, how
pupils fearn, what means are effective with particular pupils, and so forth—that justify

continued on next pege
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a concluding statement about action to be taken. “When it is
argued that research has benefit for practice, the criterion of
benefit should be the improvement of these practical argu-
ments. {Evidence from research can] initiate the process of
modifying the premises of the practical argument in the mind
of the teacher” (Fenstermacher, pp. 44, 53), though alone it
cannot determine any particular course of action.

To see in more detail how evidence from research can play
this role, consider Bateson’s distinctior: between two ways of
perfecting adaptive action: learning from feedback and learn-
ing by recalibration (1979, pp. 195-202; Bateson & Bateson,
1987, pp. 42-49). His most familiarexample contrasts the two
mechanisms of control in a home heating system: one (using
feedback) that turns the furnace off and on, moment to
moment, in response to information about a deviation from a
preset standard; the other that recalibrates that standard when
the hous. .Ideris dissatisfied with the resulting temperature
control over some period of time.

Bateson’s most detailed example is from a less farniliar
domain: learning to hunt with a rifle (using feedback) vs. a
shotgun (by means of recalibration). Evidently, with a rifle,
the hunter !ooks down the sight, corrects his aim, corrects his
overcorrection, and shoots only when receiving information
thathe is on target. “The only relevant information is the error
of the immediate moment. He does not need to change
himself* (Bateson, 1979, p. 200, emphasis in the original).
With a shotgun, by contrast, aiming and firing is a single act,
and the hunter cannot afford a second glance. Here the
knowledge available for learning depends on information
from repeated performances, from carrying forward infor-
mation about previous actions and outcomes and “ideally ...
information about the difference between what happened” in
subsequent rounds (p. 200, emphasis in the original),

Bateson’s third exarnple is closest to teaching: how a police-
man decides which driversto stop for violations of rules of the
road. Leaving aside matters of equal treatment under the law,
a policeman could use his moment-to-moment judgment
about when a driver was diving 5o as to endanger others,
based on intuitive response to speed or other features of a
particular car’s performance in particular traffic conditions.
More realistically, the policeman’s actions are calibrated by
instructions that in turn are influenced by pressures from the
rising price of oil or research evidence on a general relation-
ship between speed and accidents. In all threc examples, the
critical distinction is between (a) using feedback only from
the action in progress and (b) integrating knowledge about a
set of similar actions under varied conditions.

In the best case scenario, a teacher uses both learning modes.
She has calibrated her approach to classroom situations over
years of teaching, accumulating what Schon (1983) calls
exemplars—tacitly undersiood representations of past ac-
tions that comprise her intuitive knowledge about how to
teach, Butshe also receives feedback on what is happening at
the moment, gauges what is possible in the particular circum-
stance and makes instantaneous adjustments, and so alters
and adds to her repertoire of intuited knowledge about what
works and when. She both gets immediate feedback that
influences how she conducts her lesson plans for the day and
recalibrates the unconscious patterning of past learning each
time she performs in class. That’s the ideal.

In the more likely case, the teacher gets feedback on the
success of a particular strategy, but not on her body of
knowledge about teaching and learning that calibrates those
strategies. For a teacher, just getting feedback about how to
preserve a steady state in the variable conditions of practice
is infinitely more complex than the dichotomous on/off of the
thermostat. And recalibration in Bateson's terms, or chang-
ing the premises of her practical argument in Fensterma-
cher’s terms, is a more complex process than in any of

Bateson’s exampies.

Teacher research, or classroom inquiry as it is sometimes
called, may be an important aid in this process. To engage in
it, the teacher takes time out from the demands for action in
an immediate, ongoing situation, and—alone or with <ol-
leagues—reflects on her practice outside the flow of events,
in frozen time. She finds ways to collect for such reflection
documentation of her teaching and of student learning, and
articulates to herself the underlying practical arguments that
are often not consciously known. She can thereby subject her
knowledge to closer scrutiny and can make deeper changes,
recalibrations, than during the pressures of ongoing practice.

Teacher Research on Writing

Areview of fourrecentedited volumes, all published in 1987,
provides a glimpse of what teacher research is about (Naso,
1988). The studies originated at three in-service teacher
education sites: the Bread Loaf School of English (Goswami
& Stillman, 1987), Northeastern University’s Summer Insti-
tute on Writing (Bissex & Bullock, 1987), and the Northern
Virginia Writing Project (Moir & Ma-"_eun, 1987; Research
inWriting, 1987). In the four subli ....ons of these sites, there
are thirty-six teacher research accounts (plus three proposals
and one report of a teacher/researcher collaboration),

There is no reason to conclude that these reports represent all
current tzach~e research, Each of these “home™ groups may
emphasize certain topics or particular approaches to re-
search, Nevertheless, three of these publications are the most
available collections of teacher rescarch reports, and so will
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influence how others understand the areas of teacher research
concern and its perceived benefits.(2)

With respect to overall focus, the thirty-six reports are almost
evenly divided into two categories. In some, the teachar’s intention
seems to be to solve a problem or test out a new teaching idea. For
example, Victoria Holmsten (in Go~wami & Stillman) asks whether
microcomputers improve writing in her high school Engiish class.
In others, there is a more open-ended orientation toward research,
in which the teacher follows and describes learners or classroom
events. For example, Carol Avery (in Bissex & Bullock) provides
a detailed case study of a learning disabled child.

Specific topics can be grouped into three categories, Two-thirds of
the studies address familiar questions of learning and teaching
composition—such as teacher student conferences and the role of
revision. In Mohr & MacLean, Betsy Sanford reports that her
fourth-grade students seemed not to apply the “hody of revision
skills” she had taught them. Seven of the studies focus on the use
of writing to explore meaning. In Research in Writing, Bernadette
Glaze Mulholland discusses the use of leamning logs in her tenth-
grade humanities class. Four studies are about student reports in
other content areas. Forexamplc, also in Research in Writing, Judy
Christian, an elementary school librarian, studied the movement
from personal writing to informational writing as students pre-
pared reports about ancient Rome.

With respect to research findings, or what appear to be the main
points the teacher author derives from the study, the reports again
fall almost evenly into two categories. In about half, the authors
emphasize their deeper and clearer understanding of learning, the
use of classroom time, or the needs of their students. For example,
in Goswami & Stillman, Gail Martin explains her changed think-
ing about the writing apprehension she observed among her
Arapaho students. And in Bissex & Bullock, Susan Kaplan consid-
ers how close attention to her own learning benefits her teaching,
Other reports conclude with the author’s highlighting the effects of
particular ciassroom practice. or arguing that a certain teaching
approach really works. So Avery’s case study of the learning
disabled child ends with a strong statement of the advantages of
placing Traci in a “writing process” classroom.

Aside from these differences in focus, topic, and findings, we
notice differences among teacher-researchers in their reporting
style. The following questions represent some of tl.¢ decisions
teacher-researchers seem to make about how to report their work.

Does the report highlight insights primarily about learning and
teaching orabout changes in the teacher-researcher? The narrative
form that is prevale'nt in teacher research reports forces writers to
assume roles in their own stories. As a “eature of ethnographic
writing more generally, this is controversial; first-person narration
can shift readers’ attention inappropriately from the world as
observed to the observer’s experience. But in the case of teacher

continued on page 25
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Editor's Note

1 know there are no final drafts, but r21lity is hoth a
harsh and pragmatic foil to that knowledge—-publi-
cation deadlines are empirically testable and a
writer's patience for revision has its sensible limits.
I think that the process we experience as writing
teachers and researchers falls in parallel with this
familiar irony, for as we engage in the ever-evolviny
process of refining theories and redefining ourselves
and our goals, we fix on circumscriptions in order to
dachieve the business of the day—the classroom les-
son, the research project. the administrative task. As
withwriting, itisthisdaily doir ¢ that invigorates and
renews the cvolutionary chur.ring. Two concerns
that seem to be evolving palpably in the writing
profession form the core of this issue of The Quar-
terly—one isteacher researck in writing; the other is
writing assessment. To enact each of these, we fix on
definitions of what they are and what they are to
achieve, yetenactmentfuelsdialogue,and sowe con-
tinue to reshape and redefine our premises and our
ends.

Courtney Cazden, Judy Diamondstone, and Paul
Naso illustrate this process when they ponder the
roles and relationships of university researchers and
teacher rescarche:s, showing how teacher research
as well as university research are evolving con-
structs that work in concert with daily enactments. In
separate responses to their ideas, Susan Florio-
Ruane and Carl Bereiter reshape and redefine
Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso—and the dia-
logue comes full circle. Charles Cooper and Beth
Breneman discuss a major writing assessment proj-
ect in California, the fruit of much research, much
changed thought about the reason for and goals of
writing assessment, yet the project they describe
swirls in the eddy of evolving theory and so is not a
JSinal, but the latest enactment of a process to which
the authors continually contribute, aleng with cad-
res of writing teachers and researchers.

In this issue also, H. Fil Dowling, Jr., reports on
Towson State Universit.’s writing-ucross-the-cur-
riculum consortium, which evolves side by side with
the Maryland Writing Project. Dixie Dellinger re-
views Jim Moffett's Storm in the Mountain, and
Huarold Nelson reviews Steve Tollefson's Grammar
Grams. We wish you happy reading!

—M.S.
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Susan Florio-Ruane

Research, Recalibration, and Conversation:
A Response to Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso

I would like to begin with the idea that research—in this case
on the teaching of writing—helps teachers to recalibrate their
thinking and transform their action. This idea is considerably
more complex than the common ¢2nse assumption that prac-
tice isroutinized and responsive to change simply on the basis
of moment-to-moment feedback. Though this assumption is
to some extent the case, there is far more involved in practice
than routines and feedback. Because of the complexity of
practice, research has the potential to make a difference in

~ how teachers think about and proceed with their work.

Central to Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso's paper is the
idea t'  changes in the premises of t.achers’ practical
arguments can be brought about by teachers’ engugement in
research. While the authors acknowledge that the concept of
“practical arguments” (Fenstermacher, 1986) is controver-
sial. chey proceed from that idea to Bateson's very powerful
mctanhor of “recalibration”—changes in “the unconscious
patterning of past learning” derived from thought and action.
I will return in the conclusion of my paper to the idea of
practical arguments as a way of understanding teacher think-

ing.

That Cazd:n, Diamondstone, and Naso selected research on
the teaching of writiug as the domain in which toexamine the
idea of recalibration is probably not accidental. Their report
of teacher research on writing in the United States parallels
John Elliot’s (1988) description of teacher research on the
Humanities in Great Britain. In each case, teacher research
seems to arise out of efforts t¢ reform existing curricula or to
specify acurriculum where one has beenill-defined. Another
such example is the Michigan State University Written
Literacy Forutn of which I was a part from 1981-1987, There
we found that writing was rich territory for teachers’ rescarch
and curricular reform efforts. Writing in the schools we
studied was the least constrained part of the school curricu-
luni. It had few school district mandates or purchased mate-
rials, and teachers, therefore, had the mixed blessing of
creating their own curriculum, Research on new and existing
practices enabled them in this effort (Florio-Ruane & Dunn,
1987).

In the United States, contemporary teacher research on
writing has not arisen independently irom research within
the university. Research on the teaching of elementary
school writing was generously funded by the National Insti-
tute of Education in the 1970s, and many requests for
proposals required researchers to demonstrate that teachers
would be involved in their work in a variety of collaborative
roles. In addition, teacher education movements such as the
National Writing Project supported teachers’ inquiry into
their own writing and teaching practices. Finally, the popu-
lar “process approach” to writing captured the imaginations
of both teachers looking to fill the curricular void and
researchers in:=rested in the cognitive processes underlying
text production.

Despite the proliferation of research on writing and its
instruction by both teachers and university researchers,
however, the writing curriculum remains underspecified
and underconceptualized. This point has been made else-
where (Applebee, 1986; Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, in press),
but Cazden and her co-authors underscore this point with
examples of the kinds of questions being asked by teacher-
researchers, Teachers use research, in part, to try to figure
out what should be taught, why it should be taught, and how
they can teach it.

As Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso demonstrate, some of
the most interesting of these questions are being pursued, not
by university-based researchers, but by teacher-researchers,
One teacher whose work is described in one of the published
reports they cite is Kathleen Hogan. She is studying the
dilemma of topic selection in freshman composition. She
asks 1n this regard when a teacher-assigned topic pushes
students to expect more of thrmselves than self-chosen
topics do (Hogan, 1987). On the related matter of response
to writing, Ferguson McKay, another teacher whose work is
published in the same report, is researching writing confer-
ences as instructional talk and wondering just how it is that
students learn complex cognitive processes like revision by
means of conversational give and take. McKay is interested
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in contrasting the functions of “direct instruction” with
“encouragement” in those conferences (McKay, 1987). Delpit,
cited by Cazden and her co-authors, describes teacher re-
searchers who raised difficult questions about language in-
struction and policy. Her work suggests that assumptions
made about student and tcacher norms, values, and back-
ground knowledge underlying the process approach to writ-
ing might reflect only those of the dominant social group.
This possibility is reminiscent of Basil Bernstein's (1977)
critique of open education. Bernstein suggested that in the
open education movement, the ordinary norms of schooling
had not, in fact, been changed. They had simply gone “under-
ground.” Now made even less explicit—ryet still assumed by
teachers—the norms organizing schooling were even less
accessible to those students whose outside school experience
did not prepare them for school’s norins. It may be that
practitinners need to raise such questions about the writing
process movement because it leaves open to discussion by
teachers and students alike the normative and instructional
nature of talk about text in school.

The Multiple Uses of Teacher Research

Akey idea developed in Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso's
paper concerns the variety of ways research can help teachers
recalibrate their understandings of practice. It is notable that
most of the instances of recalibration that the authors refer to
would not be possible if there were not occasions and forums
for communicating teacher rescarch. Sufficient published
teacher research exists for the authors to have conducted a
review and classification of it. They have been able
identify iniportant features of the research and show variation
within it. This published research also forms a body of
literature for teachers to read and share. Moreover, it can
serve to influence not only teaching practice and teacher
research, but the research agendas of universities and funding
agencies. Finally, the findings of teacuer research, once they
have entered the body of published knowledge, are available
for wide discussion, scrutiny, ard debate.

Cazden, Diamondstone, and N:iso demonstrate that teachers
participate in research in numerous ways. In fact, their
examples make university-based researchers’ views of dis-
semination or knowledge utilization seem mou. st at best and
anemic at worst. According to the authors, teachers inquire
into their own practices. They also change their practices and
monitor the effccts of those changes. They deliberate abuut
practice with others using a variety of studies to negotiate
amongpossible instructional and curricularalternatives, They
also collaboru e with university researchers. In all cases,
research seem s lively and connected to teachers’ work.

In these varied uses of reseaich there are promises and
pitfalls, and he authors bring many of them to light. They
stress the fres iness of teacher research in which new knowl-
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Research can be both familiar and strange—it
can start with very routine and ordinary
concerns and open doors to vastly new ways of
thinking about practice.

edge and insight are often reported in first person and narra-
tive. The authors also make the intriguing observation that
teachers learn not only (or not necessarily best) from studies
of the farniliar, but from studies of the strange. In making this
point, the authors take issue with popular claims that the
ethnographic case study or the self-report of practice might
be the optimum type of practitioncr research.

Because schools and schooling are familiar and a great deal
of their social and academic order isinvisible to us, even good
ethnographic research must strive to “make the familiar
strange.” Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso prompt us tu
think about the value of altering our perspective, or interrupt-
ing our usual ways of thinking or acting, as essential to
recalibration. With this idea in hand, one might learn from
experiments, surveys, interviews, case studies of others’
teaching, cases written from a child’s perspective, and so
forth. One exciting example that Cazden and her co-authors
mention is the linguistic research on invented spelling by
Read, C. Chomsky, and others (e.g., Ferreiro & Teberosky,
1982; Teale & Sulzby, 1986). In my own work, I have
witnessed the way this research transforms beginning and
experienced teachers’ interpretations of young children’s
texts, their thoughts about meaning, and their sense of in-
structional response precisely because it takes the familiar,
that is, children’s written work, and places it in new relief.
Teachers begin to see errors not as mistakes to be laboriously
corrected, but as clues to children’s emergent development
(Florio-Ruane, 1988).

Research can be both familiar and strange—it can start with
very routine and ordinary concerns and open doors to vastly
new ways of thinking about practice. Elliot (1988), for
example, describes teachers who began astudy of “wait time”
trying to stretch the time they would give students to think
and answer questions during discussion. This studyv led to
teachers’ reconceptualizing classroom dialogue entirely. As
Cazden and her co-authors have said, in the best instances, “‘a
teacher uses both learning modes”'-- teedback and recalibra-
tion. it is likely that teacher-initiated studies interweave
these, sometimes beginning with instructional behavior and
working toward broader and deeper issues of pedagogy. It is
exciting to think about how university researchers could
design studies which would serve the same purpose and
speak more meaningfully to teaching and teachers.

continued on next page
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Cazden (1988) has elsewhere referred to recalibration in
other terms. She discusses the need to override the “default”
mode when teaching——the need to interrupt our usual tenden-
cies t~ make sense of what is happening only in particular
culturaliy-patterned ways. This interruption slows down the
swiftness of instruction and pupil assssment and adds mov2
time to think. But it also opens up the possibility of having
new thoughts about what is happening—teaching’s interpre-
tive frames can be broken by research (both of the teacher and
the researcher brand). Fer example:

s teachers take time out from the flow of events to
th .nk and rethink them;

» teachers collect information from their practice
to view repeatedly in the “empty classroom”
(children’s work samples, photographs, vide-
otapes and audiotapes);

* teachers engage in dialogue and deliberation
about parts of teaching that might have become
routinized during years of practice;

« teachers subject their knowledge to scrutiny and
change—they become more skeptical about
the answers to pedagogical questions deriving
from either research or common sense.

All of these activities are part of the inquiry process whether
undertaken by a teacher or a social scientist. As Cazden, Dia-
mondstone, and Naso illustrate, Betsy Sanford studied an or-
dinary practical problem of application of revision skills
which were to be learned from teacher fecdback during
writing conferences. But, during the research process, her
attention shifted. She began to study not the application of
teacher-taught skills, but the process of student problem-
solving during compuosition.

Kathleen Hogan's aforementioned study challenged the -
sumptions of many process-oriented writing researchers about
the desirability of student topic selection. She wondered in
her inquiry when it makes instructional sense to permit
students to select their own topics and when it does not.
Similarly, Ferguson McKay wondered about the differences
between direct instruction and encouragement in writing
conferences. These teachers are conducting research which
may extend or transform their own work and that of univer-
sity-based researchers as well: Everyone's practice needs re-
calibration.

The Social Organization of Teacher Research—and
Some Thoughts on Practical Arguments

I want to close my response to Cazden, Diamondstone, and
Naso’s paper with some thoughts abont contemplation, con-
versation, and knowledge use on what the authors call the
“battlefield of curricular reform.” Teacher research, as the
authors assert, can be lonely and risky (especially in the
United States, where the individual teacher and not the school
faculty tends to be the research unit). Teachers who take part
inresearch may see themselves as marginal or alienated from
colleagues. The teacher-researcher movement may unhealth-
ily (and unwittingly) encourage isolation from peers to the
extent that teachers work with university researchers rather
than with one another. In addition, it is hard to create and
institutionalize new and enduring social forms—or forums—
for teachers to work together or for groups of teachers and
university-based researchers to form coalitions. Devaluing
of teachers’ knowledge and ways of representing it may
isolate teachers from social scientists, administrators, and
policy-makers. Given this state of affairs (which is driven by
and supportive of stratification in the education field), teach-
ers’ research may be pressed toreify uncritically the prescrip-
tive claims of university researchers.

Ironically, the authors adopt at the outset of their paper a
“practical argument” view of teacher thought and action
which may intensify some of these problems. One of the few
but fundamental difficulties I find in their paper is that their
rich portrayal of teacher research—its content, purposes, and
usefulness—does not map well onto their initial premise. The
authors begin by embracing Fenstermacher’s idea hat teach-
ers operate from practical arguments. Upon this claim they
build the idea that changes in the premises of teachers’
practical arguments (and hence in their practice) can be
brought about by engagement in research. In my view, the
idea that practical action emanates from practical arguments
grossly oversimplifies practice and research.

As critics of Fenstermacher’s view have noted, “argumenta-
tion” may, in fact, be amislcading or inappropriate metaphor
for the discursive process by which probiems are framed and
action taken. In addition, practical reasoning seems to as-
sume the utility of knowledge. That assumption may well
exaggerate the authority or correctness of social science
knowledge. The idea that practical arguments lead directly to
action seems to leave out the contemplative dimension of
teaching. Not ull thought can or should lead to practical
action—particalarly in areas where our knowledge is uncer-
tain, our goals are not clearly specified, means/ends relation-
ships are difficuit to fix, there may be competing goods
among which we must choose, and our professional judg-

continued on page 24
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Carl Bereiter

Beyond Lived Experience in Writing Research

In comparing teacher research and researcher research,
Cuzden, Diamondstone, and Naso have emphasized the gap
and potential complementarity of these two research enter-
prises, saying little about the alliance that is already develop-
ing between teacher-researchers and certain kinds of re-
searcher-researchers. I want to focus on this emerging alli-
ance and to highlight what arc to me deeply troublesome
aspects of it.

Teacher research, as Cazden and her co-authors indicate,
deals with lived experience. When successful it leads to
reflection upon and deeper understanding of experience. In
this enterprise teacher-researc icrs are joined by researcher-
researchers who adopt such labels as phenomenological,
ethnogruphic, and interpretive—-researc’. “5 whose focus is
also on lived experience and its coherent interpretation.

I am not about to question the value of such interpretive
activity. To do so would 1. to question the valuc of the
humanities and to imply that the unexamined life s the life
one should be living. Teacher-researchers and researcher-
researchers have also accomplished practical good by ad-
vancing som# truly premising educational reforms. Their
work has heavily influenced the reading and writing program
that a group of fellow cognitive scientists and I have been
developing and which wc hope will bring more active ap-
proaches to learning into the mainstream of elementary
education.

The problems lie st a deeper level. The history of science is
the history of a gradual transition from theories that interprat
“molar experience,” as Brewer calls it, to theories that cap-
ture underlying lawfulness. Children in their own cognitive
development must go through this same transition—from
conceptions of the world grounded in how things lock and
feel to conceptions grounded in natural law. It would be
ironic if teachers, whose job it is to help students make this
transition, were in their own protessional knowledye bound
to the level of molar experience.

Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso emphasize the value of
researcher-research in providing insights from a larger con-
text than the teacher’s own situation. I see this as more than
a matter of enabling teachers to view their own experiences
within a largei framework. It is also a matter of enabling
teachers to move subjective experience away from the center
of what they are trying to understand.

There 2re raany kinds of research ihat move beyond the level
of moiar . xperience, but I will discuss only two that have
particular relevance to current research on the teaching of
writing,

Process-Product Reseurch

Comparative studies of educaticnal outcomes, once the stock
in trade of educational research, have lately acquired such a
ha4 qame that their importance in the overall scheme of
educational decision-making needs to be reiterated. Follow-
ing Fenstermacher, Cazden and her co-authors consider
tezchers’ decisions to be based on practical arguments. These
practical arguments include both value claims and empirical
claims. Often the empirical claims are ones that teacher-
researchers alone have no way to test.

Currentarguments in favor of encouraging begir.ning writers
to use invented spelling illustrate this point. One er Hirical
claii « is that children using invented spelling will gradually
adopt the phoneme-grapheine correspondence of standard
orthography. This claim teachers can test and have tested for
themselves. But there are other claiins about benefits to
reading and writing abiiities that cannot be validly tested
under the usual conditions of schooling. For one thing,
teachers who opt for invented spelling usually do so as part
of a “writing process” package that includes a large increase
in tirne devoted to writing, changes in the social context of

continued on next poge
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writing, and so on. Observed benefits might have nothing to
do with invented spelling,

Linda Clarke (in press) was able to locate first-grade classes
in Ontario where essentially the same writing prograni was in
place—thirty minutes each day devoted to writing, using a
writing process approach—but with some tcachers encour-
aging invented spelling and others pressing for correct spell-
ing. The comparative results were on the whole favorable to
the empirical claims made by advocates of invented spelling.
Inventive spellers did write longer compositions, and there
was evidence of positive transfer to tests of reading and
spelling. There were some surprises, however: global ratings
of writing quality did not reveal differences, inventive spell-
ers did not use a more varied vocabulary, and the reading
benefits were limited to children with low entering abilities.

These and other findings from Clarke’s study raise educa-
tionally significant questions calling for further research.
What strikes me as strange and alarming is that, after almost
a decade of intense interest in invented spelling, this should
be apparently the first and only study to have investigated the
variety of important empirical issues tha. can only be ad-
dressed through comparative experiments. 1 do not see how
knowledge canadvance within.i. > teacherresearch-researcher
research coalition if it does not show a keener interest in
evaluating its empirical claims.

‘Research on Cognitive Processes

Explaining how the mind h indles the complexities of written
composition is a challenging problem that has engaged the
efforts of a number of researchers. This has provoked some-
thing of a clash of cultures. Many pecple in the language arts
are violently unsympathetic to the idea of regarding the mind
as a device whose workings are amenable to lawful explana-
tion. This is rot the place to debate the scientific issues. I.ct
us just say that the cognitive psychology of writing is a
specialty interest, like many other specialty inierests that
converge on the phenomena of writing—the history of writ-
ing systems, for instance, and the study of anaphora. One can
be a successful teacher of writing without such specialized
knowledge, but it does enrich one’s background, providing
resources that may prove valuable in unpredictable ways.

The alliance that has developed between teacher -researchers
and researcher-researcaers is an alliance based on a strong
feeling for the humane values of written expression. At lcast
on the part of some of the researcher-resea:chers, however,
this feeling seems to be accompanied by the aforesaid aver-
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Explaining how the mind handles the
complexities of written composition is a
challenging problem that has engaged the
efforts of a number of researches.

sion to poking into how the mind works. They read into
cognitive research all sorts of prescriptive and value implica-
tions that aren’t there.

This leads to a coterie mentality and an exclusiveness that I
fear will prove damaging to the progress ot writing instruc-
tion. It limits the circle of teachur-researchers to those who
share a certain value orientation. As weknow, notall teachers
have & passion for writing. Some teachers have scicntific
interests, and they might be drawn into an interest in writing
as an intriguing scientific probiem. Others might become
involved with writing as a medium for inquiry into students’
thinking and learning processes. Such teachers, I fear, have
little prospect of gaining support as teacher-researchers from
thc emerging coalition.

Morc serious, however, is the exclusion of students. As
Marlene Scardamalia and I have tried to show in a variety of
studies (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987), young writers can
become intensely interested in studying their own cognitive
processes in: writin'  tis a kind of study in which student-
researchers, teache: (esearchers, and researcher-researchers
can join as genuine co-investigators. I do not see that possi-
bility in the sorts of teacher research that Cazden, Diamond-
stone, and Naso find to be going on. Students are excluded,
not by design, but because the research is aimed at intetpret-
ing or vali 'ating the world as experienc :d by the teacher, and
this is an enterprise in which students c: n hardly be expected
to participate .s investigators.  Writing research would be
both enriched and liberalized by a more scientific view,
which recognizes the possibility of explaining writing phe-
nomena in terms not boundi to the subjective experience of the
explainer.
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Charles Cooper and Beth Breneman

California’s New Writing Assessment

If one were to imagine an effective statewide writing assess-
ment designed to improve writing instruction in the public
schools, certain criteria would immediately come to mind.
One might imagine that such aprogram would raise standards
and expectations for achievement in writing. It would be a
teacher-centered program with teachers creating the assess-
ment materials, scoring the essays, and teaching other teach-
ers to use the results. It would broaden the kinds of reading
and writing assigned in school classrooms. It would reflect
research on effective writing instruction and still correspond
with teachers’ understandings about writing development, It
would receive public attention encouraging entire school
communities to work together to promote better learning.
And it would provide practical materials and associated staff
development activities to help teachers with classroom writ-
ing instruction. Such a program is already in place in Califor-
nia at two grade levels. '

In the spring of 1987, California’s first annual statewide
direct writing assessment was conducted in grade eight by the
California AssessmentProgram (California’s state-mandated
testing program for grades three, six, eight,and twelve). Soon
to follow was California’s first annual statewide writing
assessment in grade twelve—introduced in the winter of
1988. For the first time, California’s educators, legislators,
and citizens were to be provided annually with data on the
actual wniting achievement of virtually all students in the

California’s new English-Language Arts
Framework asserts that students should be
carefully taught to read and compose many

different types of discourse to prepare them for
higher education, the job market, and citizen-
ship in a democracy.

state at two grade levels (approximately 500,000 students). A
direct writing assessment in grade six is currently planned for
statewide implementation in 1990-91. In previous years only
multiple-choice tests of written language skills were admini-
stered as part of the California Assessment Program (CAP).

California’s new writing assessment system is both a test and
an instructional support program. It has five major purposes:

to assess the implementation of the English Lan-
guage Arts Framework, Model Curriculum Guide K-
8, and Model Curriculum Standards 9-12 in Califor-
nia’s secondary schools;

to establish standards of excellence for eight impor-
tant types of writing and thinking at each grade level
tested;

to monitor writing achievement in California’s junior
and senior high schools, detecting any decline or
improvement in achievement at grades eight and
twelve;

to encourage more writing and morc types of writing
in California classrooms;

to make availabie 10 teachers state-of-the-art infor-
nuation about the teaching of writing.

Test Administration and Design

The CAP writing asscssment is administered as part of the
battery of tests constituting CAP’s comprehensive Survey of
Academic Skills: Grade 8 and Survey of Academic Skills:
Grade 12. In a matrix sampling design, the prompts are
distributed randomly so that each student has the same

contirued on next page
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chance as any other student of receiving any one of several
prompts in each type of writing assessed. Examiners are
instructed to allow a full forty-five minutes of uninterrupted
writing time for completion of the essay. Essay booklets are
then returned for scoring to the primary contractor of the
project, Educational Testing Service (ETS).

Matrix sampling, in which each student takes only a fraction
of a total test in any given content area, has been used on all
CARP tests since 1972-74, This technique is extremely effi-
cientbecause it juires less time for testing, results in broad
coverage of the curriculum, and yields more stable results for
reporting to groups (schools and districts) and more informa-
tion that teacherscan use to evaluate and strengthen curricula.
Matrix sampling does not provide scores for individual
students. The most important virtue of such tests—even
beyondefficiency and reliability—is their potential toachieve
breadth and balance in content coverage. This factor is
especially apparent in the assessment of writing.

California’s new English-Language Arts Framework asserts
that students should be carefully taught to read and compose
many different types of discourse to prepare them for higher
education, the job market, and citizenship in a democracy.
We believe that matrix sampling is an ideal testing strategy
foranassessmentdesigned to promote systematic instruction
in a wide variety of types of writing and thinking.

CAP’s Writing Assessment Advisory Committee identified
eight types of writing to be phased into the test over a three-
year pericd in grade eight: (1) report of information; (2)
problem solution; (3) autobiographical incident; (4) evalu-
aticn, (5) story, (6) first-hand biography; (7) observational
writing; and (8) speculation about causes or effects. The first
four types were assessed in 1987. Story and first-hand biog-
raphy were added in 1988, and observational writing and
speculation about causes or effects were added in 1989,

The committee created a similar eight-type plan for grade
twelve: (1) autubiographical incident; (2) reflective essay; (3)
interpretation; (4) evaluation; (5) controversial issue; (6)
report of information; (7) observational writing; and (8)
speculation about causes or effects.

In selecting the types of writing to be included in the assess-
ment, the committee began by making a comprehensive list
of the types of writing that would be desirable in a complete
junior high and high school writing curriculum. This list
covered a broad range of types, including personal, exposi-
tory (explanatory), presentational (imaginative ), and persua-
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sive writing, The following criteria were used in selecting the
eight types of writing for both grade levels:

Emphasis of the best school writing programs. Would
California’s best teachers of writing at a certoin grade
be likely to assign a particular type of writiny;?

Students’ reading experiences. Would many studeits
have veen reading the types of writing on the list?

Students’ cognitive development. Would students be
developmentally ready to engage in a particular type
of writing?

Curriculumsequence between grades three and twelve.
Would a grade-level set of writing types appropriately
follow an earlier set and at the same time prepare
students for a later set? What kinds of writing and
thinking are needed for success in other disciplines,
such as history-social science and science?

Appropriateness for testing. Would it be fair to expect
students to compose a given type of writing in a forty-
five-minute testing period?

It is important to note, we think, that each type of writing to
be assessed at grades eight and twelve is a widely recognized
genre. All kinds of writers in or out of school rely on these
(and o>ther) genres to fulfill their rhetorical purposes in
partic alar writing situations. A genre is a social construct that
has evolved over time to meet writers’ needs in recurring and
now familiar writing situations. While there can be wide
variation of form and strategy within a genre, readers and
writers in a culture recognize paradigmatic instances.

Current discourse theory and writing teachers’ experience
confirm that each of the tvpes of writing CAP assesses
requires of students a special way of thinking and composing.
They must solve unique probiems; think critically in an
appropriately focused way; seriously consider their readers’
knowledge, expectations, and attitudes; and use information,
memories, or arguments in particular ways.

Prompts

Once the t; pes of writing were selected for grades ei.:ht and
twelve, prompts were developed for each type. For this
purpose, the Department of Education, in collaboration with
Educational Testing Service, created a team of test develop-
ers, the CAP Writing Development Team. This group of
extraordinary California classroom teachers was specially
selected by the California Writing Project, the California
Literature Project, and the Departinent of Education to pro-
vide leadership in test development and staff development
activities. Charles Cooper, of the University of California,
San Diego, facilitates the work of the Team.

92



——

Current discourse theory and writing teachers’
experience confirm that each of the types of
writing CAP assesses requires of students a spe-
cial way of thinking and composing.

The members of the CAP Writing Development Team dcvel-
oped many prompts for each type of writing to be tested. Each
prompt divides into two parts: a writing situation and direc-
tions for writing. An illustrative grade eight prompt designed
to assess problem-solution writing follows:

Writing Situction

A recent survey taken at your school shows that
students are not reading many books for pleasure.
Students read what teachers assign, but students
don’t often choose or buy books to read on their
own. The school principal has shared the results of
the survey with the Parent-Teacher Club, whose
members are concerned about this problem. The
parents want to know why students aren't reading
and would like some suggestions for ways of solv-
ing the problem.

Directions for Writing

Write an article for the Parent-Tacher Club's
newsletter about the problem of students’ not read-
ing books for pleasure. Identify the problem and
present it so that your readers will understand its
seriousness. Offer one or more solutions. Because
certain parents and teachers may not be ready to
accept your solution, try to convince everyone that
your solution is reasonable and will work.

The writing situation orients students to the type of writing
and gives them a specific topic ora choice of topics. It focuses
students’ thinking and helps them anticipate rhetorical prob-
lems they must solve.

The directions for writing suggest requirements and features
of the essay—without being prescriptive or formulaic. The
directions provide a purpose for the essay, and they always
mention readers, sometimes identifying a particular reader, at
other times merely referring to general readers’ expectations
or needs.

Teachers’ and students’ responses to the prompts are central
to the field-testing process. For example, in one early field
test of prompts, the California Writing Project asked eighty
outstanding teachers to « ive a prompt to at least fifty students,
help the students complete a student questionnaire, examine
the student essays and questionnaires, conduct student inter-

views about the prompt and the students’ difficulties with it,
summarize the information on teacher questionnaires for the
prompt. and return the materials for the scrutiny of the CAP
Writing Development Team. All prompls continue to be
field-tested in this way, though now with approximately 200
students writing to each prompt.

Through its eighteen-site network, the California Writing
Project is also inviting teachers to subrmit new prompts.

Scoring System

The scoring system developed for the CAP writing ass 3ss-
ment was tailored to the eight types of writing assessed at
each grade level. Each essay produced in the assessment is
scored for (1) rhetorical effectiveness, which focuses on the
special thinking and writing requirements for each type of
writing; (2) a general feature, such as coherence, style,
elaboration, or concrete language important to the type of
writing being assessed; and (3) conventions of usage, gram-
mar, and spelling. School reports of the results allow teachers
to compare student achievement on different types of writing
and to assess instructional strengths and weaknesses.

Regional Scoring by Teachers

The essays are scored by teachers under the direction of ETS
atregional scoring centers throughout California. Junior high
teachers score the eighth-grade papers in July, while high
school teachers evaluate the twelfth-grade papers in March.
One or two types of writing are scored at each scoring center.

The teacher-readers, who are carefully selected by ETS, have
demonstrated remarkable efficiency in scoring the essays.
For example, in July 1987, 282,155 eighth-grade booklets
were scored by 290 readers in eight days.

The participation of teachers in the readings is a crucial part
of California’s Writing Assessment Program. Not only does
it give teachers authority over the evaluation of student
writing, but it also provides valuable staff development for
teachers. One of the chief readers, a member of the CAP
Writing Development Team, captured the spirit of the CAP
scoring sessions in a letter summarizing the group experi-
ence:

Now, weeks after the CAP reading for Report of
Information in Los Angeles, the memory of teachers
working together in a collegial atmosphere on a
project we all want to succeed is still vivid and clear.
Nothing could have prepared me for the exnilaration
which came from evaluating and helping others to
evaluawe student work....

continued on next page
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Our readers were well-qualified, eager, and intelli-
gent. For the most part, their feelings and ideas
about CAP and the reading itself remained positive.
Many readers noted the t the most rewarding part of
the reading, however, was meeting other teachers.
Others remarked that “being able to see papers from
across the state” was beneficial.

The training materials used were excellent in all
ways. The only complaints from the readers were
that they could not take the materials home. Amid
cries of “Let us keep the materials” and “Our
schools need them,” it was obvious that the readers
Jfound the training materials valuable and important
to the scoring of the student papers as well as for
future use....

Throughout our days together, good people worked
with excellent materials for a goal that is larger than
all of us combined—to make excelleni writers of all
the students in California.

Three-Tiered Reporting System

The results of the CAP writing assessment are reported
annually in three ways: (1) in 2 special narrative report to
teachers and principals; (2) in a school and district report
designed for reporting to the public; and (3) in a state report
that summarizes the writing achievement results for Califor-
nia. The first report to be sent out after each assessment, A
Report to Teachers on Writing Achievement, is mailed di-
rectly to English teachers at each school site. It reports the
percentage of a school’s students scoring at each score point
forrhetorical effectiveness, feature, and conventions in every
type of writing assessed. This report is accompanied by sets
of students’ essays, illustrating student achievement at each
rhetorical effectiveness score point in the writing types
assessed.

The second report, a school and district report for CAP's
Survey of Academic Skills, Writing Achievement, is designed
for reporting to the public, for making district and school
comparisons, and for charting year-to-year progress.

Completing the three-tiered system is the state report which
contains California’s writing achievement results for all
types of writing assessed including annotated illustrative
€ssays, acomparison of achievement results among the types
of writing, interpretation, and discussion of overall writing
achicvement results, year-to-year changes, and recommen-
dations for teachers, adininistrators, parents, and teacher
educators.

IToxt Provided by ERI

Instructional Materials

Because the new CAP writing assessment represents a major
departure for the California Assessment Program, the CAP
Writing Development Team developed materials to help
districts prepare for the new writing test. To meet this
practical need, the Team created the Writing Assessment
Handbook: Grade Eight and the Writing Assessment Hand-
book: Grade Twelve.

The handbooks were intended to serve many audiences
within the educational community. They irclude a program
ove.view for all audiences; management guidelines for
administrators;, a chapter on writing assessment and the
curriculum for curriculum specialists, administrators, and
teachers; achapter onstudents with special needs forteachers
and administrators responsible for ethnically and linguisti-
cally diverse populations; and transparency masters to meet
the communication needs of workshop presenters.

Most important, the handbooks include a chapter (called a
writing guide) for every type of writing assessed. Each
writing guide provides practical information for teachers: a
definition of that type of writing, an explanation of its
importance, characteristics of that writing type, exemplary
student essays, an example of a student’s writing process,
classroom writing assignments, a published example of the
writing type, and a rhetorical effecti*»ness scoring guide.
These handbooks were mailed to every junior high or high
school inthe state. They have provided a useful starting point
for many staff development workshops.

The CAP writing assessment and the writing guides are based
on theory and research and a definition of writing that
challenges what James Britton called in The Development of
Writing Abilities (11-18) the “naive global sense of the ability
to write.” In Research on Written Composition, George
Hillocks reports that the use of good pieces of writing as
models reinains an effective way to teach writing. Hillocks
also reports that “scales, criteria, and specific questions
which students apply to theirown or others’ writing also have
a powerful effect on enhancing quality” (p. 249).

Staff Development

Leaderst.ip in staff development to help schools prepare for
the CAP writing assessment has been provided by the CAP
Writing Development Team, the California Writing Project,
the California Literature Project, and county offices of edu-
cation throughout the state.

One of the largest and most cooperative staff development
efforts was initiated by a state-funded “training of trainers”
conference conducted by the California Writing Prciect and
sponsored by the Office of Staff Developr.ent and the Cur-
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riculum Implementation Center for English-Language Arts.

This special training of trainers conference was held in
September, 1986, to inform staff development agencies state-
wide about the CAP assessment; its dimensions, purposes,
and benefits; and its congruence with the English-Language
Arts Framework. The intent of the conference was to develop
a corps of trainers to train educators statewide on the funda-
mentals of the CAP assessment, A total of 123 representa-
tives from offices of county superintendents of schools and
California Writing Project sites attended the two-day training
session, California Writing Project Teacher Consultants were
prepared to teach a cadre of teachers at each of eighteen
California Writing Project sites in October 1986, in prepara-
tion for staff development requests from schools and school
districts statewide. Through the efforts of the California
Writing Project, 7,304 teachers were involved in CAP in-
service activities within six months—a number that accounts
for overhalf of the grade eight teachers in the state. Since this
initial state-funded effort, the California Writing Project has
continued to provide staif development for the CAP writing
assessment tarough its on-going, multiple-session in-service
series with local schools and school districts for both eighth
and twelfth grades.

Extensive staff development activities have also been pro-
vided through the California Literature Project. Five hundred
teachers, K-12, representing each of the state’s six county
superintendent areas, attended the 1989 summer institutes of
the California Literature Project. This, the fifth CLP institute
held on California State University campuses, brought the
number of teachers intensively trained in the research base
and implementation strategies for the English Language Arts
Framework to 1,250. Included as an integral part of the
training is the concept of classroom assessment that incorpo-
rates key features from the CAP writing assessment, Ad-
vanced training for California Literature Project teachers has
helped prepare teacher/leaders to conduct teacher-to-teacher
workshops on writing assessment.

Results, 1987-88, Grade 8

The grade eight test was administered in April of 1987 and
1988. When it was administered again in April of 1989 all
eight types of writing were assessed, completing the full
assessment plan. Each type of writing was assessed through
ten prompts, about half of them from previous years, the other
half new from recent field tests. From its first administration
in December of 1988, the grade twelve test will gradually
realize a similar full plan.

Here we cain sample the 1988 statewide grade eight results.
(Recall that each schuol site and each district receives reports
of its own students’ achievement.) Considering statewide
average scores, we concluded that grade eight students were
most competent rhetorically at reporting information (fifty-

two percent scored four or higher); less competent at autobi-
ography and firsthand biography (forty and forty-two percent
scored four or higher); noticeably less competent at story
(thirty-three percent scored four or higher); and markedly
less skilled at the two kinds of persuasive writing in this
assessment: arguing for solutions to solve problems and to
support their judgments (only twenty-eight and twenty-seven
percent scored four or higher). Students had better control of
conventions than of rhetorical strategies. For example, in
writing evaluations, while only twenty-seven percent scored
four or higher for rhetorical effectiveness, fully forty-five
percent scored four or higher for conventions.

Since prompts for a type of writing vary by difficulty, results
are scaled to a starting point of 250, so that achievement may
be compared among schools and monitored from year to year
at each school site. California’s grade eight students im-
proved in the four types of writing assessed in both 1987 and
1988. From a starting point of 250 in 1987, rhetorical effec-
tiveness scaled scores rose in 1988 to 258 for autobiographi-
cal incident, 255 for evaluation, 260 for problem solution,
and 254 for report of information. Scores also improved for
general writing features and for conventions.

The statewide scaled score combining results for rhetorical
effi:ctiveness, features, and conventions in all types of writ-
ing rose from 250to 256. Several schools made notable gains
from 1987 to 1988, inviting our phone calls to develop case
studies of school-site curriculum improvement and revital-
ized writing instruction. The cases confirm the recommer:da-
tions we made in teacher and state reports. They alsv validate
the assessment system: it is sensiti ve to improved instruction
and accelerated writing achievement,

South Valley Junior High School (SVJH) in Gilroy, Califor-
nia, provides an example. Its overall scaied score increased
thirty-one points, from 256 in 1987 to 287 in 1988. SVJH’s
student body of 1,152 is fifty-one percent Hispanic, forty-
four percent Anglo, and five percent Black and Asian.

During the 1987-88 school year, teachers at SVJH launched
a major effort to improve students' writing. Twenty-three
core-subject teachers began meeting in Scptember. (The
“core” includes English and history/social studies and meets
for two hours and twenty-five minutes daily.)

The core teachers first examined the state’s Model Curricu-
lum Standards for English Language Arts and the CAP
writing types. Once a month from November through March,
working with consultants from the Bay Area Writing Project,
the core teachers completed five sessions of three hours each
onintegrating literature and writing. Throughout the year, the
core teachers met once a week, sharing examples of student

continued on next page
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writing and classroom activities. Concurrently, all fifty-five
teachers at tlic school completed five sessions with Bay Area
Writing Project consultants on writing across the curriculum,
On their own, the core teachiers started ineeting with teachers
from other subjects and talking informally about the CAP
types of writing within their subject field.

Two teachers attended the California Literature Project’s
1987 summer institute and continued all year with institute
follow-up activities. They brought back information which
they shared with other teachers. (During the summer of 1988
they gave a workshup for other core teachers on the literary
works to be taught during 1988-89.) Eight core teachers went
to eight two-hour workshops on the CAP writing assessment
offered by the Salinas County Office of Education.

Throughout the year, and in all of their inservice workshops,
teachers relied on CAP's Writing Assvssment Handbook:
Grade 8. All core teachers have copies of the Handbook's
writing guides.

SVIJH has a comprehensive writing-across-the-curriculun)
program. Samples of student writing from every class are
posted on the bulletin board of the teachers’ lounge to serve
as an inspiration to other teachers in that subject area. In this
way, one math teacher could see how another math teacher
was using writing in class. SVJH sent teachers to writing
seminars and sponsored a five-part writing across the cur-
riculum in-service for all teachers and all aides, including
those in the physical education department.

Administrators and teachers decided that the CAP Writing
Assessmentdeserved special promotion. They installed “Good
Luck on CAP!” banners in the halls a month before the
assessment, and they served a special CAP breakfast for
students the morning of the test,

Researching the Influence of the Assessment

As the assessment program got underway, Charles Cooper
planned statewide surveys to ascertain the influence of the
new assessinent on curriculum and on teachers’ practices.
The California Assessment Program provided initial and
follow-up funding and the Center for the Study of Writing
joined as co-sponsor. A national advisory board of classroom
teachers and survey specialists was formed, and Sandra
Murphy (then at the Center for the Study of Writing and now
at San Francisco State University) signed on as co-investiga-
tor. With advice from the advisory board und technical
support from UC Berkeley's Survey Research Center, Coo-
per and Murphy ceveloped questionnaires for one survey of

junior highandmiddle school teachers and one ot high school
teachers.

The junior high survey sampled 600 teachers at California’s
1500 junior high or middle schools. It was mailed in April
1988 just after the second statewide administration of the
grade cight test, and, after follow ups, produced a sixty-five
percent return. This survey asked teachers what they knew
about the CAP V/riting Assessment and how it had influ-
enced their teaching and their school’s language arts curricu-
lum, Fitst reports from this survey will appear in fal. 1989.
We believe it is the first study of the immediate effects of
large-scale mandated assessment on curriculum and instruc-
tion. The high school survey sampled one teacher at each of
California’s 800 comprehensive high schools and one teacher
at fifty of its 200 continuation high schools. It was mailed in
September before the first December 1988 administration of
the grade twelve test, and produced a seventy-five percent
return, This survey is designed as a general status study,
inquiring broadly into Engiish teachers’ preparation, profes-
sional activities, knowledge about writing, and classroom
practices. It includes a few questiors about the CAP Writing
Assessment. Cooper and Murphy plan to repeat this question-
naire every four or five years to follow changes in the
teaching of English in California’s high schools.

Future Developments

Even as development of the present program continues—the
grade eight assessment system will be in place with a revised
Handbook and an adequate prompt bank by December 1989,
the grade twelve system by July 1991-—new programs and
refinements of the present program are being planned. The
Writing Development Team has been augmented by fourteen
clementary classroom teachers who will take the lead in
developing an integrated language arts assessment for grades
three and six. As a starting point, CAP’s English-Language
Arts Advisory Committee has identified several tyncs of
writing to be field-tested for possible assessment at each
grade level. Early prompt development and f*eld testing will
focus on tasks integrating assessment of reading, writing,
revising, listening and talking, and collaborative learning.
These tasks may take extended amounts of time. Some form
of integrated assessment at grades three and six will be
administered statewide in 1991,

As this challenging work gets underway, the Y'eam will begin
field testing integrated performance tasks for grades eight
and twelve. Gradually, tiie grades zight and twelve writing
tests will be extended toward comprehensive English lan-
guage arts tests fully aligned with Calitornia’s English Lan-
guage Arts Framework.

These accomplishments and future developments place
California in the forefront of large-scale writing assessment.

J6
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A Sampling of New Publications from
The Center for the Study of Writing

Technical Reports

30.

34.

36.

Expanding the Repertoire:  An Anthology of Practical Approaches $5.00
for the Teaching of Writing 77 pages

Kathleen McCormick, editor (Reading-to-Write Report 11)

One important implication of the entirc Reading-to-Writc study is that students themselves should come into the act
of examining their own reading and writing processcs and becoming more awarc of cognitive and cultural
implications of their choices. This set of classroom approaches, written by teachers collaborating on a Reading-to-
Write coursc that grew out of this project, introduces students to ways of cxploring their assumptions and altcrnative
ways of representing aspects of the task. May, 1989,

Planning in Writing: The Cognition of a Constructive Process $4.00
Linda Flower, Karen A. Schriver, Linda Carey, Christina Haas, & John R. Hayes 55 pages
(A joint report with the Carnegie Mellon Planning Project)

This paper describes the process adult writers bring to ill-defined expository tasks, such as writing cssays, articles,
reports, and proposals. It presents a theory of constructive planning based on a detailed analysis of cxpert and novice
writers and suggests goals for instruction and the support of planning. July, 1989.

~Once-upon-a-Time” Reconsidered: The Developmental Dialectic $3.50
Between Function and Form 30 pages
Anne Haas Dyson

Based on a threc-year study of writing development in an urban magnet school, this cssay traces the evolution of
“once-upon-a-time” in a casc-study child’s classroom story writing. Dyson demonstrates how the story forms young
children learn from others are not the end products, but the catalysts, of development. J uly, 1989

Occasional Papers

9.

10.

13.

Bridges: From Personal Writing to the Formal Essay $3.00
James Mo/fett 19 pages

MofTett discusses the transition {rom writing personal-cxpericnce themes (o writing formal cssays. Asa.ramework
for understanding this transition, he presents a schema that groups different writing types and shows their
conncctions. As illustration, he includes examples of student writing from his antholovy scrics Active Voices.
March, 1989.

Contextual Complexities: Written _anguage Policies for Bilingual Programs $3.00
Carole Edelsky & Sarah Hudelson 16 pages

Because learning o rite in school always happens in multiple and complex contexts, the authors argue for upper-
level governmental policics for bilingual education that are broad and non-speceitic, linked to general goals, with local
policies developed locally as the local situation dictates. Junc, 1989,

Must Teachers Also Be Writers? $3.00
Vivian Gussin Paley 17 pages

In this paper, Paley provides examples of her classroom expericnces with hindergartners, showing how keeping a
daily journal helps her to understand her students, their learning, and her own teaching, Says Paley: “Only as we
write down our thoughts and obscrvations may we question and arguc with ourselves about the things we do and
say.” September, 1989,
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Publications Order Form

University of California, Berkeley
Carnegie Mellon University

Technical Reports

Title Author(s) Price | Quantity | Cost

1. Research in Writing: S.W. Freedman, A.H. Dyson, $4.00
Past, Present and Future L. Flower, & W. Chafe

2. Unintentional Helping in the Primary Grades: AH. Dyson $3.50
Writing in the Children's World

3. A Good Girl Writes Like a Good Girl: M. Sperling & S.W, Freedman $3.00
Written Response and Clues to Leamning

4. Historical Overview: A. DiPardo & S.W. Freedman $3.00
Groups in the Writing Classroom

5. Properties of Spoken and Written Language W. Chafe & J. Danielewicz $3.50

6. The Role of Task Representation L. Flower $3.50
in Reading-to-Writing (Reading-to-Write Report 2)

7. A Sisyphean Task: Historical G. Clifford $3.50
Perspectives on Writing and Reading*

8. Writing and Reading in the Classroom* J. 8ritton $3.50

9. Individual Differences in Beginning Composing: A.H. Dyson $3.50
Learning to Write

10. Movement into Word Reading and Spelling: L.C. Ehri $3.00
How Spelling Contributes to Reading*

11. Punctuation and the Prosody W. Chafe $3.50
of Written Language

12. Peer Respense Groups in S.W. Freedman $3.50
Two Ninth-Grade Classrooms

13. Writing and Reading: L. Rosenblatt $3.00
The Transactional Theory*

14. National Surveys of Successful Teachers S.W. Freedman & A. McLeod $3.50
of Writing and Their Students (US/UK)

15. Negotiating Among Multiple Worlds: AH. Dyson $3.50
Space/Time and Children’s Composing

16. College Students' Strategies for J. Nelson & J.R. Hayes $3.50
Writing from Sources

17. Written Rhetorical Syntheses: B M. Kaniz $3.50
Processes and Products

18. Readers as Writers Composing from Sources N.N. Spivey & JR. King $3.50

*A joint report with the Center for the Study of Reading

Subtotal, Page 1
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Technical Reports (continued)

Title Author(s) Price Quantity | Cost
19. Rethinking Remediation: Toward a Social-Cognitive { G. Hull & M. Rosc - 33.00
Understanding of Problematic Reading and Writing
20. Forms of Writing and Rereading From Writing: E. Sulzby, J. Bamhart, $3.50
A Preliminary Report* & J. Hieshima
21. Studying Cognition in Context: L. Flower $3.50
Introduction to the Study (Reading-to-Write Report 1)
22. Promises of Coherence, Weak Content, and Strong M. Kantz. $3.50
Organization: An Analysis of the Stndent Texts (Reading-to-Write Report 3)
23, Students’ Self-Analyses and Judges® Perceptions: J. Ackerman $3.50
Where Do They Agree? (Reading-to-Write Report 4)
24. Exploring the Cognition of Reading-to-Write V. Stein $3.50
(Reading-to-Write Report 5)
25. Elaboration: Using What You Know V. Stein $3.50
(Reading-to-Write Report 6)
26. The Effeets of Prompts Upon Revision: A Glimpse W.C. Peck $3.50
of the Gap Between Planning and Performance (Reading-to-Write Report 7)
27. Translating Context into Action J. Ackerman $3.50
(Reading-to-Write Report 8)
28. The Culiral Imperatives Underlying K. McCormick $3.50
Cognitive Acls (Reading-to-Write Report 9)
29. Negotiating Academic Discourse L. Flower $3.50
(Reading-to-Write Report 10)
30. Expanding the Repertoire: An Anthology of Practical | K. McCormick, editor $5.00
Approaches for the Teaching of Writing (Reading-to-Write Report 11)
31. Strategic Differences in Composing: Consequences | A.M. Penrose $3.00
for Learning Through Writing
32. Foundations for Creativity in the Writing Process: L.J. Carcy & L. Flower $3.50
Rhetorical Representations of 1-Defined Problems
33. Social Context & Socially Constructed Texts: The C. Berkenkotter, T.N. Huckin, $3.50
Initiation of a Grad. Student into a Writing Comm. & J. Ackerman
34. Planning in Writing: The Cognition of a L. Flower, K.A. Schriver, L. $4.00
Constructive Process+ Cuarey, C. Huaas, & J.R. Hayes
35. Differences in Writers' Initial Task L.. Carey, L. Flower, IR, Hayes, $3.50
Representations+ K.A. Schriver, & C. Haas
36. “Once-upon-a-Time" Reconsidered: The Develop- A.ll. Dyson $3.50
mental Dialectic Between Function and Form

*A joint report with the Center for the Study of Reading

+A joint report with the Carnegie Mellon Planning Project

Subtotal, Page
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Occasional Papers
Title Author(s) Price Quantity | Cost
1. Interpretive Acts: Cognition L. Flower $3.00
and the Construction of Discourse
2. What Good is Punctuation? W. Chale $3.00
3. Drawing, Talking and Writing: A.H. Dyson 3 $3.50
Rethinking Writing Development
4, The Construction of Purpose L. Flower $3.50
in Writing and Reading
5. Writing and Reading Working Together R. Tierney, R. Caplan, L. Ehri, $3.50
M. Healy, & M. Hurdlow
6. Narrative Knowers, Expository A. DiPardo $3.50
Knowledge: Discourse as Rialectic
7. The Problem-Solving Processes of Rosebery, Flower, Warren, $3.50
Writers and Readers Bowen, Bruce, Kantz, & Penrose
8. Writing and Reading in the Community R. Gundlach, M. Farr, $3.50
& J. Cook-Gumperz
9. Bridges: From Personal Writing J. Moffett $3.00
to the Formal Essay
10. Contextual Complexities: Written Language Policies | C. Edelsky & S. Hudelson $3.00
for Bilingual Programs
11. Cognition, Context, and Theory-Building L. Flower $3.50
12. Construing Constructivism: Reading Research N.N. Spivey $3.50
in the United States
13. Must Teachers Also Be Writers? V.G, Paley 33.00
Subtoral, Page 3
Sub.otal, Page 1
Subtotal, Page 2
SUBTOTAL
SALLES TAX: California residents, add 6%.
BART arca residents, add 6.5%.
Alameda Co. residents, add 7¢%.
TOTAL
NOTE: Full payment must accompany all orders. Please make
your check or money order payable to “UC Regents.” Return
your payment and this form to:
Center for the Study of Writing
School of Education
University of California
Berkeley, CA 94720
OFN 989
16y




JL, 00ks

Dixie G. Dellinger

STORM IN THE MOUNTAINS
hardcover and paperback

by James Moffett

Southern llinois University Press, 1988

There are as many reasons to read James Moffett’s new
book, Storm in the Mountains, as there were to read his
earlier ones, even though this one is totally different.
‘Forone reason, itis highly interesting reading, drawing
one in deeper and deeper as it moves along. Next, it is
a good history of the 1974 textbook controversy in
Kanawha County, West Virginia, which has affected
the conient of textbooks ever since. Then, it holds a
profound insight into the nature of the conservative
mind, a most timely matter with the turn in that direc-
tion that seems now to be sweeping the country and the
world. And finally—and most important of all—it
brings out of the depths of our own consciousness,
realizations about ourselves that we cannot afford to
ignore.

Storm in the Mountains is subtitled “A Case Study of
Censorship, Conflict,and Consciousness.” A case is an
instance of something. Part 1 lays out the story of the
controversy which began in late 1973 and continued
through 1974, culminating in strikes, boycotts of
schools, violence, and fire-bombings. James Moftett
was the well-meaning creator of one of the series of
textbooks that the protestors objected to so violently,
Part 2 contains the texts of long interviews that he
conducted with principal protestors after eight years
had passed. In these interviews, we look into the minds
of those who objected to the books; we see how they
think about education, about religion, and about social
relations. Part 3 is an anatomy of the formal protests
filed against the books; what objectors saw in the books
and their grounds for objecting to them, and what
actually was in them and why it was included. Here the
opposing views are brought face-to-face in the kind of

reasoned discussion that one wishes could have oc-
curred at the time. In Part 4, Moffett describes the
“something,” the state of mind, that he thinks Ka-
nawha County was a case of and what he thinks it
means for us today.

Itis in this Part 4 synthesis that the greatest value of
this book lies. Seeing a commonality in seemingly
unrelated conservative positions on various issues,
Moffett ties together many of the threads interwove:n
into our national and global life in the eighties. His
insights can help us to understand, and perhaps to
ceal with, attitudes such as those of some fanatical
Muslims who wish to execute an author whose work,
they say, “slanders™ their founder, Mohammed.

Storm in the Mountains is a disturbing book, fora lot
of reasons. For one, the conservative turn o’ events
thatsurfaced in Kanawha County in 1974 has; contin-
ued, in one fortn or another, until today. Censorship
cases have increased, although textbooks are now
seldom involved—chiefly, as Moffett shows, be-
cause of the influence of the West Virginiz.events on
publishers. The exigencies of the marketplace deter-
mine what is published, and fear of controversy and
attendant loss of sales has made textbook publishing
pale and cowardly. No one wants another West
Virginia, and books today are censored Iy not being
published at all. The losses, Mottett says, are paral-
leled only by the burning of the libraries of Alexan-
dria.

But Moffett has not dismissed the censors of Ka-
nawha County, in spitc of the fuct that he has been
hurt deeply—-personally, protessionally, and finan-
cially—by them, and in spite of the fact that they
inadvertently have hurt us all. His wonderfully kind,
thoughttul, sensitive and magnanimons study looks
directly at the controversy, through it, and beyond it
to a synthesis that is the most profound part o1 the
book.

continued on next page
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Lesser men could have traced and documented the
history of this affair. Lesser men could have returned to
the site of the greatest trial of their lives and dutifully
recorded the words of those who opposed them. But
few, if any, have had the genuine humility and empathy
to walk in the mental and spiritual moccasins of the
opposers of one’s life’s work as James Moffett has. He
knows that they genuinely believed what they said, and
he respects that belief because it is rooted in spiritual-
ity, even though he sees it as agnosis—‘not wanting to
know.”

And there—I believe—is where we meet ourselves.

For this state of mind, this agnosis, is deeply rooted in
all of us, not just in Appalachians like me and the folks
from Kanawha County. We all set some limits on our
knowing and our children’s knowing. We all fear
losing our children to some extent, and to some extent
and at some point, all of us fear our children’s coming
to think, behave, and believe in ways that we do not
believe to be right or simply cannot understand. We
fear the collapse of a known world into an unknown or
strange one. This consciousness is really a fear of
losing the world, and thereby losing ourselves. Books
actually can do this to our children and to us, and deep
inside we all know that. This is the state of mind from
which the book protestors spoke, whatever their lan-
guage, and itis a state of mind thatnone of us isimmune
to.

Perhaps, although Moffe*t does not suggest this, such
a state of mind is a kind of spiritual flywheel on the
intellect, a built-in safeguard to keep us from going too
far too fast, from doing what Robert Pirsig called
“going out of the mythos,” off the tracks. We protect
what we know—or think we know—for without it,
there is nothing.

But this is my idea, not Moffett’s. His is more transcen-
dent. Listen to his closing sentences:

Butdcfenseisalosing game. Perpetual mobilization of

an individual or a nation squanders resources. To

defend against the Other is to ward off higher con-
sciousness. Italone is equal to dealing with the world' s
conflicts,which stem, precisely, from our social need to
limit knowing and identifying. The spiritual way is the
practical way. As we identify so we know. Only by
identifying with the culture-free and cosmic nature of
a Christ or Buddha does one learn what they tried to
teach us and assume their power. This means molting
lesser selves,

James Moffeit has molted quite a few. So may we all.

Dixie Dellinger teaches English at Burns Senior High
School in Cleveland County, North Carolina. She is a
Teacher Consultant with the University of North Caro-
lina, Charlotte, Writing Project.

Harold Nelson

GRAMMAR GRAMS
by Stephen K. Tollefson
Harper & Row

1957

“Small Admonitions on Many Points”

For several years Stephen K. Tollefson was Whiting
and Speech Coordinator at the University of California
at Berkeley. To help the “large numbers of staff
members who had questions about writing,” Tollefson
wrote and distributed a series of one—-page newsletters
on topics in grammar and usage. He wrote the news-
letters in no particular order, but e organized them into
thirteen volumes for his collection, Grammar Grams.,

Tollefson summarizes the book’s purpose in the tirst
two paragraphs of the introduction:
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Dear Grammar Gram:

I'mizrning to youfor help. I do some writing in my job,
and I'm also taking a writing course at night. I have
some writing books which are quite helpful, but I feel
like I need something else. Is there something briefand
easytoread thatl canuse whenl have a questionabout
some aspect ofwriting? I can study my writing test, but
I also need a quick guide.

Signed,
Where to Turn?

Dear Where:

Yes, there is help: the Grammar Grams. They provide
short, almost telegraphic explanations of some prob-
lems in grammar, style, and usage as well as pointers
and reminders for writing essays, letters, and memos.

The Grammar Gram

Tollefson then defines form, content, and audience.
The Grammar Grams, according to the introduction,
cover “general considerations about language and
writing to provide a good background, the more com-
mon trouble spots in writing, particular areas thatcause
concern (who vs. whom, that vs. which, for example).
and miscellaneous matters of writing, not only essays
but also memos, letters, and reports.” Tollefson em-
phasizes common trouble spots most heavily (thirty
Grammar Grams), followed by miscellaneous matters
(nineteen), particular areas (ten), and general consid-
erations (four).

Grammar Grams is not a handbook. Instead, the book
is arelatively short work focusing on practical matters
instyle. It falls generally into the same class as Baker’s
The Practical Stylist, Strunk and White’s The Elements
of Style, Trimble’s Conversations About Writing,
Williams’s Style. and Zinsser's On Writing Well. As
the lead for the introduction illustrates, Tollefson writes

confidently, vigorously, somewhat assertively, with a
tone similar to Baker’s, Strunk and White’s, and Wil-
liams’s,

Tollefson writes,"The brevity of the Grammar Grams
will appeal to people who find wading through a larger
book to be a frustrating experience.” I agree. 1 also
agree with Tollefson when he recommends audiences.
According to Tollefson, business people might keep
Grammar Grams “by their desks for those times when
questions of gramrnar, style, and usage arise”; students
mightuse it as a supplementary reference; and teachers
might suggest appropriate Grammar Grams to students
who have specific problems, rather than taking the time
unnecessarily for tutorial sessions.

The introduction is limited toan 8 1/2 by 11 nage, as are
cach of the sixty—three Grammar Grams, so Grammar
Grams is a thin book. It’s also modestly bound, with
a soft cover and two staples for binding. Teachers can
recommend it as a supplementary text without feeling
pangs of conscience over the total price of texts for a
course—the book sells for only $6.95. 1t doesn’t look
cheap, though. It’s nicely made. The black and yellow
cover design is eyecatching, the logo of a telegram
speeding through a circle appears at the top of each
Grammar Gram for visual continuity, and the print is
distinct and readable,

Only one minor aspect of the book bothers me—at
times the humor probably worked better in the individ-
ual Grammar Grams than it does in a collection. The
first Grammar Gram'stitle is 1 500 Years of History in
One Minute,” and the last sentence of the Gram is “OK,
it might have taken you longer than one minute to read
this.” 1 liked this line. But when I read the second
Grammar Gram, I saw the same witty echoing of the
title and lead in the conclusion, and again in the third,
and again in the fourth, and so on. For me, the pattern
became too predictable when I read the Grammar

continued on next page
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CSW Presentations at NCTE

Presentations by CSW researchers at the Annual Con-
vention, National Council of Teachers of English,
Baltimore, Maryland, November 17-22, 1989:

Saturday, November 18

8:30-9:45 a.m.

Session B22: Teacher Research and Discoveries in
Composition

SandraR. Schecter, “Teacher Research: An Overview
and a View from the Front”

LindaNorris, “Teachers and Students Who Are ‘Making
Thinking Visible’ in Pittsburgh”

Jane Zachary Gargaro, “Using Collaborative Planning
it the High School English Classroom”

10:00-11:15 a.m,

Research Roundtable

Sarah Warshauer Freedman, “Response to Student
Writing”

2:00-3:15 p.m.

Session D3. Diversity in Young Children’s Visions of
Literacy

Anne Haas Dyson, “Diversity in Young Children’s
Visions of Literacy”

SessionD24: Reports of the 1989 Promising Research-
ers

Melanie Sperling, “I Want to Talk to Each of You: Col-
laboration and the Teacher-Student Writing Confer-
ence”

CSW and NY City Portfolio Project

Underthe directorship of Marcie Wolfe, with Sondra Perl and
Richard Sterling, the New York City Portfolio Project and the
Center for the Study of Writing are cooperating on a project
to study the impact of portfolio assessment both on teaching
practice and on students’ writing. To carry out the study, the
research team is collaborating with teachers who are imple-
menting portfolio assessment in their classrooms. Project

ethnographers are identifying themes and issues which emerge
from teacher seminar discussions and teacher journals, and,
based on portfolio information, case studies are being written
up of student writing development. The research participants
are also designing ways to describe portfolios which are
congruent with Writing Project goals and activities.

BOOKS

continued from previous page

Grams assembled. 1'm sure the pattern wouldn't have been
as obvious if I had read the Grammar Grams intermittently.

Generally, though, T like the book very much., It's well
written, witty, concise, and it gives good advice. I'm im-
pressed with how solidly and unostentatiously Tollefson has
based this advice on modern linguistics, e states in the
introduction that “‘one general theme runs throughout Gram-

mar Grams: because language constantly changes, our rules
are merely guides ... The Grammar Grams try to make dis-
tinctions among what is generally accepted as law, what is a
matter of sivle, and what is currently changing. In all cases,
the Grammur Grams remind you to consider your audience.”
He is unlike the authors of several of the handbooks I've
looked at recently who treat the rules as {ixed and who
apparently haven't studied modern grammars,
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Teacher Research in Action

During the 1988-89 school year, twenty classroom teachers
participatedin the Bay Area Writing Project (BAWP) Teacher
Research Project. Teachers met on the University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley, campus in bi-weekly seminars with facilitator
Bob Tierney, developing research yuestions and designing
their research studies. Other components of the seminar
included the sharing of daily logs, discussion of selected
research articles, and small response group work. In June,
participants prepared reports bazed on their work. Their
research questions yielded a rich and wide array of studies.
Topics included detracking in an AP English class, a case
study of a learning-disabled elementary student, using writ-
ingin science classes, mastering math word problems through
writing, and the relations between talk and writing, In addi-
tion to the work of the teachers, the Center for the Study of
Writing, in collaboration with BAWP, is conducting a meta-
study which looks closely at what happens when teachers are
engaged in classroom research. Sandra Schecter, Associate
Director of the Center for the Study of Writing, and Bob
Tierney have collected extensive data which Schecter has
beguntoanalyze. Through the work of the first year, BAWP s
Teacher Research Project has a promising beginning in
addressing three specific problems of educational practice:
expanding the role and influence of the teacher, improving
the teaching and uses of writing, and determining the value of
teacher research.

New CSW Book Series

The Center for the Study of Writing and Oxford University
Press are cooperating on a new series, Social and Cognitive
Studies in Writing and Literacy. The serics is devoted to

books which bridge research, theory, and practice as they
explore social and cognitive processes in writing and expand
our knowledge of literacy as an active constructive process—
as students move from high school to college and the commu-
nity. The first book in the series is Reading-to-Write: Explor-
ing a Cognitive and Social Process, written by Linda Flower,
Victoria Stein, John Ackerman, Margaret Kantz, Kathleen
McCormick, and Wayne Peck.

Center Researchers
Speak to the Writing Project

The Center for the Study of Writing Seminar inearly July had
as its primary audience the Fellows of thc Bay Area Writing
Project Summer Institute, Sarah Warshauer Freedman was
the featured speaker, discussing her cross-cultural work with
secondary school writing instruction in the U.S. and the U.K.
... Freedman and BAWP Teacher Consultant Joan Cone, one
of Freedman’s collaborators on the cross-cultural study, were
featured early in the fall at the South Coast Writing Project’s
annual renewal meeting for SCWrip Fellows (at U.C. Santa
Barbara} ... This summer, Melanie Sperling gave workshops
ouclassronmethnography to Summer Institute Fellows at the
Central Coast Writing Project (at Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo)
and the South Coast Writing Project (at U.C. Santa Barbara)
and, early this fall, at the first Writing Project retreat of the
Great Valley Writing Project (Cal State Stanislaus) . . .
Glynda Hull presented two workshops for the directors of the
California Writing Project and the Pacific Region at their
annual meeting at Asilomar. One workshop addressed the
research on remediation that Hull is conducting with Mike
Rose; the other addressed Hull’s research on computer tech-
nclogy and writing.

I’ /e taught an upper division course, Theories of Grammar,
for some years now, and I believe it important to be able to
tiink systematically about language. But when I write,  use
grammar much like Joan Didion apparently dees. In her
essay “Why I Write” she s1ys, “Grammar is a piano I play by
ear, since I seem to have been out of school the year the rules
were mentioned. All I know about grammar is its infinite
power.” Tollefson also emphasizes grammar’s flexibility
and its rhetorical power, notits rigidity, showing how writers
can use grammar when thinking about their writing.

10

I've put my copy of Grammar Grams with my other books on
style. Of these, Grammar Grams most closely resembles the
“Bits and Pieces” chapter in On Writing Well, in which
Zinsser has assembled “scraps and morsels-—small admoni-
tions on many points that I have collected under one, as they
say, umbrella.” Tollefson's small admonitions, like Zins-
ser’s, are worth reading and applying.

Harold Nelson is a professor of English and literature at
Minot State University, Minot, North Dakota. He is director
of the Northern Plains Writing Project.
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NWP Report:

A Multi-School Consoriium to Promote Writing Across the Curriculum:

The BACWAC Model

from H. Fil Dowling, Jr.

BACWAC—the Balt. .1ore Area Consortium for Writing
Across the Curriculum—is a uniq:te branch of the Maryland
Writing Project that brings together teachers from different
grades and subject fields who are concerned with writing
across the curriculum (w--a—c) in their schools. A consortium
like BACWAC can have special impact because of its breadth,
uniting and serving faculty from local four-year universities,
two-year colleges, and public and private schools K-12, This
report describes how BACWAC was created, how it oper-
ates, and how it promotes its goal of better w—a—c instruction
in area schools and colleges

BACWACQC’s Origins

BACWAC began in 1980 when several faculty from fourteen
colleges and school systems near Baltimore, interested in
w—a-¢ and 2nergized by Barbara Walvoord of Loyola Col-
lege, met and wiade plans to recruit local colleges and school
systems as members, develop offerings on w—a—c subjects for
teachers from those institutions, and seek a way to support
these services.

The BACWAC founders aspired to establish a branch of the
National Writing Project (NWP) in Baltimore. This seemed
sensible, since BACWAC shared significant goals and be-
liefs of the NWP, among them that meaningful change in
writing instruction is best accomplished not through transient
consultants who briefly appear, never to be seen again, nor
through packets of so-called “teacher-proof” materials, but
rather through the cooperative efforts of classroom teachers
fromn all disciplines in both colleges and schools. After
eighteen months of planning and proposal-writing, the Mary-
land Writing Project (MWP), now housed at Towson State
University, was formed, and BACWAC became a branch of
the MWP.

Administratively, BACWAC’s affiliation with the MWP
means that clerical matters are handled for BACWAC by the
Project’s administrative assistant and student helpers. They
conduct correspondence and phone calls; arrange for rooms,
refreshments, and supplies for meetings; and oversee the
typesetting and printing of BACWAC fliers and brochures.
In return, BACWAC must make enough money from mem-
bership dues and workshop registration fees to cover its
expenses plus acontribution of thirty percent of its income to
the MWP’s overhead. In effect, BACWAC has been finan-
cially self-supporting, since its membership dues and work-

shop fees each year have just about equaled its expenses for
speakers and workshops plus its share of the MWP’s over-
head.

BACWAC’s Operation

A coordinator and a steering committee guide BACWAC.
The coordinator chairs the steering committee and serves as
its liaison with the MWP. The steering committee directs the
ongoing work of BACWAC, determining policy, planning
programs,and generating publicity. This committee includes
three faculty apiece from local fo -r-year colleges, two-year
colleges, and K-12 school systems. Teachers from various
disciplines are represented; the 1988-89 steering committee
includes teachers of English, social studies, biology, writing,
and education. Committee members, elected annually at a
BACWAC meeting from a nomination list prepared by the
steering committee, serve two-year terms and may be re-
elected once. The steering committee elects the BACWAC
coordinator for a three-year term. The MWP Director serves
ex-officio on the steering committee to prov.de year-by-year
continuity and budgetary advice.

The steering committee has developed several subcommit-
tees, some of which include teachers from outside the com-
mittee. Current subcommittees are Programs and Speakers,
Publicity and Public Relations, and Membership and Com-
mittee Nominations. The latter subcommittee maintains an
up-to-date list of area teachers interested in w—a—c to whom
BACWAC can send announcements of its meetings and
other service oiferings. In practice, BACWAC’s mailing list
consists primarily of teachers who have attended previous
BACWAC meetings; those who sign in at each meeting are
added to the list.

The membership subcommittee also is concerned with insti-
tutional membership. Each fiscal year, BACWAC sends out
bills for its annual membership dues: $150 for public and
private school systems near Baltimore; $80 for more remote
school systems and for colleges and universities. To promote
membership, the annnal solicitation letter, sentin July, stresses
that BACWAC is able to exist only because of fees from its
members. It also offers benefits to member institutions, such
as discounted fees for the workshops it gives, BACWAC’s
institutional membership since 1981 has included, at one
time or another (not all join every year), four four-year
universities, eleven public and private four-year colleges
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(e.g., Goucher, Morgan State, Loyola of Maryland), ten two-
year public community colleges, seven public school sys-
tems, and two private ones—the Association of Maryland
Independent Schools and the Baltimore Archdiocesan Schools.

Together, the coordinator, steering committee, and subcom-
mittees develop and operate BACWAC's member services.
BACWAC's clientele consists of all teachers in the greater
Baltimore area who are interested in student writing in: any
discipline. Thus, the congortium’s outreach is wide. At the
BACWAC general meeting in February 1988, attendance
was divided almost equally between college teachers, teach-
ers from from junior and senior high schools, and teachers
from elementary schools. Data from the October 1988
BACWAC meeting revealed a significant range in the disci-
plinesof those attending: 52% taught English or writing; 21%
were from other subject disciplines; 17% taught elementary
school; and 10% were from related areas such as reading or
special education. Thus. nearly half of the teachers at this
meeting came from fields outside of English or writing,

Together, these membership and attendance data reveal
something significant about BACWAC. The consortium has
been able to bring together educators and teachers trom
widely different segments and fields of academia-—peopie
who otherwise probably would never even meet, let alone
pursue collectively a shared educational objective.

BACWAC's Member Services

BACWAC s primary service functions have been to hold two
general meetings a year, with speakers, demonstrations, and/
or discussions on w—a—c subjects, and to conduct several
workshops each year at local colleges and schools to help
teachers implement w-a— at their institutions, BACWAC
has also offered training institutes that give area teachers the
necessary theoretical and practical background to develop
and give their own workshop presentations on w—-a—c.

Meetings. Each February, BACWAC brings a nationally
known speaker on w-a— to Towson State University,
BACWAC's host institution. That speaker gives a Thursday
afternoon talk, free to all interested faculty, and two identical
half-day Friday workshops with a maximum of sixty partici-
pants (thirty plus thirty). Speakers at these lectures and
workshops have included, among others, Sondra Perl, Elaine
Maimon, Linda Flower, Stephen Witte, Lee O'Dell, and
Mary K. Healy.

The other annual meeting, held in October at different local
schools and college campuses, usually features local speak-
ers. There may be concurrent presentations by a history, a
biology, and a psychology teacher on subjects that involve
writing instruction in those and related fields or that focus on
relevant broader subjects (for example, “Writer Anxicty”),
Or, aparticular mode or technique for writing instruction may

be presented: in October 1987, BACWAC met at a commu-
nity college for a demonstration of that school’s extensive
computer-instruction network, featuring the Writer's Work-
bench program. Atsome October meetings, those who attend
have the chance to form special interest groups, which in
some cases continue to meet throughout the school year.
Members of a group might wish to read and review for one
another recent books and articles on composition theory and
practice. Another group might choose to share ideas for
teaching one part of the writing process, such as revision, or
a pariicular mode of instruction, such as peer response
groups. Still other groups might bring together teachers in
one discipline, like history or science, or one school level,
like junior high school.

A recent sequence of BACWAC programs began with a
general meeting in October 1988 at a community college in
order to hear five speake:s whohad been trainedin BACWAC
or MWP Institutes talk on “Successful Teaching Techniques
for W—A-C.” These speakers (who presented concurrently)
were from scieace, social studies, humanities, business, and
elementary education. Then, in February 1989, at Towson
State University, Dr. James Slevin of Georgetown University
spor-e and conducted we rkshopson “Reinvizorating W~A~C
at the Institutional Level.” In October 1989, BACWAC will
meet atalocal elementary or high school to hear teachers and
admnistrators from several area schools and colleges report
on zctivities that are actually going on in their schools to
reinvigorate w-a—.

Workshops. BACW AC offers workshops to Baltimore-area
colleg=s and school systems on w—a—c topics. Teachers who
presentatthese workshops come froma variety of disciplines
and from different grade levels, Ali have been trained at
BACWAC or MWP teacher institutes. Topics covered at
these workshops, which are negotiated between BACWAC's
Director of Workshops and each college or school system,
include such choices as “integrating writing as an aid to
learning,” “coaching the process of writing,” “planning and
giving writing assignments,” “responding to student writ-
ing,” and “helping students write effectively in (a particular
discipline).” Inthe last several years, twenty-nineBACWAC-
sponsored workshops have been given at sixteen different
four-year and two-year colleges and six schoo! systems in
and near Baitimore.

Training Institutes. In 1982 and 1983, thirty-four college
teachers from various disciplines attended two BACWAC
training institutes. The goal of these was to develop teachers
who were knowledgeable about w-a—~c and to help them
polish a specific presentation which could then be offered at
BACWAC workshops like those described above. In addi-
tion, some faculty who attended these institutes were so
energized that they began to give w-a— prescntations at

continued on next page
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NWP at NCTE

National Writing Project meetings at the Annual Convention,
National Council of Teachers of English, Baltimore, Mary-
land, November 17-22, 1989:

NWP Advisory Board and Regional Directors’ Meeting:
Thursday, November 16, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. in Chesap-
eake Room, Hyatt Regency.

NWP Directors’ Meeting: Friday, November 17,9:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m. in Baltimore Ballroom, Stouffer Harborplace
Hotel.

NWP Social Hour (all welcome): Saturday, November 18,
5.00-7:00 p.m. in Severn Room, Sheraton Inner Harbor
Hotel.

A Multi-School Consortium to Promote
Writing Across the Curriculum

continued from previous page

professional conventions and to publish journal articles on
teaching writine in their fields. However, it has proven
difficult to motivate college faculty to pay several hundred
dollars to attend a BACWAC training institute involving
forty contact hours over three months when, unlike K-12
teachers, they rarely can get their schools to pay the institute
fee or get credit toward continued certification. Recently, a
streamlined model for BACWAC institutes has been devel-
oped, one that can be presented on four consecutive days at
acostof just $100 to each participant. The first such institute
will be offered by BACWAC in May 1990.

Conclusion

The bottom line is that BACWAC works. The consortium
fills the need for an integrated effort to improve student
writing in all subject disciplines and at all grade levels within
a geographical area. Education leaders have frequently urged
better coordination of etforts at different levels of education.
A major segment of this desired school-college cooperation
in the last fifteen years has been comprised of the various sites
of the NWP. The BACWAC model, a branch of one of those
sites, offers a proven way of bringing together teachers trom
many different institutions and grade levels to promote a
specific aspect of instruction, writing across the curriculum,

H.FilDowling, Jr., is a professor of English at Towson State
University, Baltimore, and coordinator of BACWAC . He is a
Teacher Consultant with the Maryland Writing Project.

California's New Writing Assessment

continued from page 14

We have designed and implemented a wide-range achieve-
ment test which sets high standards of writing achievement
forevery student in California’s schools. The prompts invite
every student to writc—our off-topic and no-response rates
are very low—and at the same time challenge the most
capable student writers. (This is not merely a competency
test.) Classroom teachers have been involved in every phase
of development and implementation. Leaders of the Califos-
nia Writing Project and the California Literature Project,
along with other writing theorists and researchers, have
shaped policy and test design fromi the beginning. Educa-
tional Testing Service’s Bay Area Office has provided lead-
ership, coordination, scoring services, data analysis, and
reporting, bringing its years of experience to bear on the
development of this project. California’s Superintendent of
Public Instruction, Bill Honig, has created a climate in which
assessinent reform is possible by encouraging comprehen-
sive curriculum reform and insisting on tests which reflect
enriched curricula. Dale Carlson, Director of the California
Assessment Program, has provided inspired leadership, never
wavering in his commitment to a writing tesi that would
please and challenge teachers and improve English language
arts instruction in Caiifornia. These, we believe, are the main
reasons for our success.

Reports and materials from California’s new writing assess-
ment can be ordered as follows: Writing Assessment Hand-
book, Grade Eight (revised edition, in press);Writing Assess-
ment Handbook, Grade Twelve (revised edition, in press)
from: Publications Sales, State Department of Education,
P.0O. Box 271, Sacramento, CA 95802. Phone: (916) 445-
1260,

Writing Achievement of California Eight Graders, A First
Look (California State Department of Education, 1988);
Illustrative copy of A Report to Teachers on Writing Achieve-
ment, Grade 8 (California State Department ot Education,
1988): Hlustrative copy of school and district repon: Survey
of Academic Skills, Writing Achievement (California State
Department of Education, 1988); Student Essays Hlustrating
the CAP Rhetorical Effectiveness Scoring System (California
State Department of Education, 1988) from: Department of
Education, California Assessment Program, P.0O. Box
944272, Sacramento, CA 94244-2720. Phone: (916) 322-
2200.

Charles Cooper is a profescor in the Department of Litera-
ture at the University of California, San Diego, where he is
also Coordinator of Writing Programs. Beth Breneman is a
consultant for the California Assessment Program, Califor-
nia State Department of Education.
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Gateway Writing Project
University of Missouri-St. Louis

Michacl Lowenstein is replacing Sue Post as Harris-Stowe
Co-Director of the Gateway Writing Project.

Two Gateway teachers, Barbara Brooks of Pattonville
High School’s Write Place and former Co-Director Anne
Wright of Hazelwood West's Writing Lab, have contrib-
utad several chapters to Pamela Farrell’s High School
Writing Labs (NCTE, 1989).

The West Virginia Writing Project
University of West Virginia

Constance Newton, a 1979 Summer Fellow from Hinton
High School in Summers County, West Virginia, received
one of the Outstanding Educator Merit Awards from the
West Virginia Education Fund. One of the nine finalists
for this award was Jan ifair, a 1986 Summer Fellow and
Teacher Consultant from Jennings Randolph Elementary
School in Randolph County, West Virginia,

Gwen Rosenbluth, a 1987 Summer Fellow at the West
Virginia University site, was one of five finalists for the
West Virginia Teacher of the Year Award sponsored by
the West Virginia State Department of Education,
Rosenbluth teaches at Morgantown High School in
Monongalia County, West Virginia.

Lori Wroth, Teacher Consultant from Belle Elementary in
Kanawha County, West Virginia, received an award from
the Ashland Oil Company for outstanding teaching,
Wroth, a kindergarten teacher, will travel to England in the
fall and visit sites of the National Writing Project in Great
Britain,

Fran Simone, State Director of the West Virginia Writing
Project, received the 1989 Esteemed Colleague Award
from the West Virginia English Language Arts Council.

Northern lains Writing Project
Minet Stare University, North Dakota

Marsha Looysen, a Tcacher Consultant in the Northern
Plains Writing Project, was selected as the 1989--90
National Endowment for the Humanities teacher-scholar
for North Dakota.

10y

Louisiana Writing Project
Louisiana State University

The Lowsiana State Department of Education, upon the
recommendation of Wilmer Cody, Superintendent of
Education in Louisiana, has allocated $250,000 for the
establishment ot a statewide network of Writing Project
sites in Louisiana, In addition to providing funding for
three existing sites, this tirst-time state funding will enable
the development of the Louisiana Writing Project, a joint
venture of the State Department of Education and partici-
pating universities.

Sarah Burkhalter, who is completing her doctoral research
(which focuses on Writing Project issues) at the University
of Texas, has joined the Louisiana State University faculty
as the full-time Director of the Louisiana Writing Project,

Indiana Writing Project
Ball State University

The Indiana Writing Project will provide a public elec-
tronic bulletin board for writing teachers. Teachers can
access the board by calling (317) 285-84 14 with their
modems set to 8 data bits, even parity, and one stop bit.
(Almost any default modem setting will do.) The bulletin
board system can accept calls at 300 bps, 1200 bps, or
2400 bps. It will automatically register first—time callers.
Callers are asked to limit their time online to 30 minutes.
since only one phone line is currently available to support
the board.
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continued from page 6

ment is made up of considerably rore than empirical knowl-
edge (Buchmann, 1985; 1987).

By choosing the practical argument as the starting point for
teacher action, 1 believe that Cazden, Diamondstone, and
Naso choose a somewhat limited framework within which to
discuss the nature and use of teacher research. The rest of
their paper offers a series of examples and insights which, in
my view, show that teacher decision-making can, indeed, be
recalibrated. But the teacher decision-making they describe
1s decidedly richer and more complex than can be captured by
ideas of argumentation or knowledge utilization,

Buchmann (1988) proposes several images [ find more useful
to aconsideration of thinking. She suggests contemplation as
an integral part of practice; pursuit of knowledge that is
tentative (thatis, research as a way to challenge certainty and
look beyond that taken-for-granted); and conversation as a
way to share and us: that research. Contemplation is appeal-
ing because it slows down or interrupts the thought/action
connection and admits of new information and alternative
action. Conversation is appealing because, unlike argumen-
tation, it stresses knowledge's tentative nature and the mul-
tiple kinds of knowledge that go into complex teacher deci-
sions (“argument” is a discourse form in which the object is
to win rather than to exchange, and, presumably, the knowl-
edge claim that wins is thought to be “authoritative™). These
three ideas—that teaching is not only active, but contempla-
tive; thatconversation rather than argumentis the appropriate
mode for deliberating and communicating about research;
and thatknowledge must be pursued rigorously butalso taken
as tentative—are interrelated. They seem true to the spirit of
Cazden, Diamondstone, and Naso's paper in that they stress
appropriate social forms for knowledge exchange, time to
consider one's actions, and the importance of interrupting
ordinary ways of thinking by means of research,
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research, self-reflection is an important part of the product.
As is the case with any researcn report, teacher-researchers
have to decide how much to write in terms of ideas and
theories, and how much to “write in terms of people” (Mur-
ray, 1982, p. 105). As a group, teacher research decisions on
this issue may be different from that of researcher research.

How do teacher research writers hope to affect their teacher
readers? Teacher research reports may emphasize theory and
urge readers to be more receptive to innovative theories of
writing instruction. Or they may emphasize changes in the
author’s own thinking and invite readers to reflect on the
choices they make in their own classrooms. The first empha-
sis treats teacher rescarch reports more as one-way presenta-
tions, whereas the second is closer to North's depiction of
practitioner story telling as “reciprocal: an exchange, a duet,
not a solo; and sometimes, though not always, a dialogue”
(1987, p. 32).

Does the report present findings as provisional answers or as
“what works"? There are explicit or implicit messages in
teacher research reports about the extent to which the authors
understand their knowledge to be provisional, and them-
selves “unfinished” as teachers, For example, teachers who
believe in the “writing process” approach can use their
findings to confirm their prior beliefs, or to raise new ques-
tions about writing instruction.

We suspect that if rescarcher research work were examined
for answers to this last question, that work would also be
frequently presented as testimonials to the originating theory
rather than as provisional conclusions in a continuing search.
But there may be special contextual influences pressing
teacher research in this direction. Many of the teachers who
are doing this research find themselves members of an
isolated and cmbattled minority within their school district
and even within their own school; and their research efforts
in part validate their classroom practices in the face of
pressures to revert to more reductionist methods and materi-
als for teaching language arts and English,

Researcher Research on Writing

Given this valuable teacher research activity, we suggest
three roles for researcher research work: as another source of
information for teachers to take into account in recalibrating
their practical arguments; as amedium fornegotiating arnong
teachers (individually or in groups) whose practical argu-
ments about how best to teach writing to particular students
are in conflict; and as collaborative partners in the research
process.

As an alternative source of information

Considering the potential benefit of teacher research as a
mechanism for bringing first to awareness and then to critical
reflection a teacher’s practical arguments, we see researcher
research as providing important additional contributions to
the same process. Someone else’s research or theory can
change practice in much the same way that insights taken
fromthe teacher's own practice do. But instead of limiting the
context of learning to the teacher's own situation, researcher
research can provide a sample of situations and observations
that is enlarged in number and, even more importantly, in
kind.

Descriptions and theories about writing processes and prod-
ucts produced by cognitive psychologists, sociolinguists, and
expertsinother disciplines can—when they are not offered as
prescriptions—amplify thie practitioner's ability to gain new
perspectives on what she knows and to reconceptualize/
recalibrate the foundations of her practice. John Elliott (1985)
writes of the importance of both kinds of knowledge for
teachers:

Ifteachers continue to relegate their own insights to
the stetus of private rather than public knowledge,
and cling to the view that the latter is the domain of
specialist researchers, they will never buiid that
comnion stock of prachcal wisdom-whichis the mark
of a professional group. (p. 259)

The teacher who develops his or her theories solely

from reflection upon experience, in igncrance of

past and present deliberations of others, will simply

“reinvent the wheel” rather than push bevond the

existing state of professional knowledge. Although it

could be argued that this is sufficient for the profes-
continued on next page

Considering the potential benefit of teacher research as a mechanism for bringing first to awareness
andthento criticalreflection ateacher’s practical arguments, we see researcher research as providing
important additional contril utions to the same process.
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sional development of individual teachers, it is not ...
sufficient for the development of the teaching profes-
sion generally through action research, (p. 254)

Claims by researcher research that top-down transmission of
new ideas is the only path seem as parochial as the opposite
bottom-up claims by teacher research that teachers can
improve practice more effectively by themselves.

Whether it is important which comes first—learning from
one’s own inquiry or from exposure to the inquiries of
others—is not clear. Advocates of teacher research (e.g.,
Richmond, 1984) often argue that engaging in it helps to
make ideas from other peoples’ research more usable in
rethinking the teacher’s own practice. We need more longi-
tudinal case studies of teacher change; and we need biogra-
phies of both influential and inert ideas—where they were
generated and, for the influential ones, how they spread.

On this view, there is no one preferred kind of researcher
research work. Specifically, we do not agree with Bolstcr
(1983) that ethnographic research is more usctul for tcachers
because the rich narrative descriptions that it produces are
closer to the teacher’s more familiar ways of seeing.

The impact of the research initiated by Charles Read (1971)
on the surprisingly sophisticated patterns in young children’s
“invented spelling” is a case in point. The product of purely
linguistic analyses of young children’s texts, this research
was picked up through some communication system (that
itself deserves description), verified by a few teachers’ own
inquiries (e.g., Giacobbe, 1981) and became an important
rescarch-based premise in the new practical argument that
first grade children can write from the first day in school.

As a medium for negotiating among conflicting practical
arguments

Disagreement among teachers about how best to tcach writ-
ing can be an important stimulus to further knowledge and
improved practice. But this will happen only if the disagree-
ment is faced and research planned that can show which
methods work for which objectives with which students.

For example, in two articles (1986, 1989), Delpit argues that
the “writing process” movement originated among whie
practitioners with predominantly white students and fails to
meet the needs of black and other minority student writers
who need more explicit teaching of conventions of syntax

and style, This practical argument, held notonly by Delpit but
by other minority teachers whose responses to her first article
shequotes in the second, deserves respect and careful consid-
eration. It raises at least two questions. First, just what
variation does exist in “writing process” classrooms on this
aspect of teaching? Second, in the face of conflicting prac-
tices and practical arguments, what is the evidence about
which strategies are most effective with minority students?
Researcher rescarch work, carefully planned with teachers
who hold different views, should be able tohelp in answering
these (uestions.

As active collaboration with teachers

Calls for more collaboration between members of the teacher
research and researcher research groups are frequent these
days—inthe UK, forexample, by John Richmond, an adviser
for the Inner London Education Authority and co-editor of a
British book of teacher research reports, Becoming Our Own
Experts (1982), as well as here. And reports of successful
collaboration are available—e.g., tcacher Amanda Bran-
scombe and researcher Shirley Heath on letter writing among
high school students (reported by Branscombe in Goswami
& Stillman) and teacher Leslee Reed with researchers Jana
Staton and Joy Peyton on dialogue journals (Staton et al.,
1988).

But differences in the priority given to questions—bectween
livedexperience vs, underlying structures, or between shorter
and longer range time frames—can prevent members of
cither group from work they care most about, And differences
in perceived status can also create interpersonal problems for
such collaboration, despite the best of intentions on both
sides.

In Conclusion

We are impressed with the variety of ways in which the roles
of teaching and research are distributed in the writing field:
divided between individuals working separately or collabo-
ratively: or united in a single person who commutes between
worlds or combines both kinds of work in responsibility to a
single group of students. Perhaps it is one of the special
strengths of writing as a curriculum field today that inese
variations are all contributing to the improvement of both our
understanding and our practice.

Notes
1. For a discussion of the broader tcacher rescarch ficld,
including but not limited to writing, see the Harvard Educa-
tion Newsletter, August, 1988,
2. At least at Bread Loaf, research is being recommended as

a valuable activity for students as well as teachers, “Working
withteachers to answer real questions provides students with
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intrinsic motivation for talking, reading, and writing, and has
the potential for helping them achieve mature language
skills” (Pretace to Goswami & Stillman), Here too, examples
exist. Heath and Branscombe collaborated with one of Bran-
scombe’s former students, Charlene Thomas (1986) over the
language development of her young child; and Schwartz
(1988) reports teacher-student collaborative rescarch on the
exchange of writing between two classrooms on anelectronic
network.
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